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UN-Water Reports
UN-Water is the United Nations (UN) inter-agency coordination mechanism for freshwater related issues, including sanitation. It was formally established 
in 2003 building on a long history of collaboration in the UN family. UN-Water is comprised of UN entities with a focus on, or interest in, water related 
issues as Members and other non-UN international organizations as Partners.
The main purpose of UN-Water is to complement and add value to existing programmes and projects by facilitating synergies and joint efforts, so as to 
maximize system-wide coordinated action and coherence. By doing so, UN-Water seeks to increase the effectiveness of the support provided to Member 
States in their efforts towards achieving international agreements on water. 
WORLD WATER DAY • 22 MARCH WORLD TOILET DAY • 19 NOVEMBER
WORLD WATER DEVELOPMENT REPORT (WWDR) 
is the reference publication of the UN system on the status of the freshwater resource. The Report 
is the result of the strong collaboration among UN-Water Members and Partners and it represents 
the coherent and integrated response of the UN system to freshwater-related issues and emerging 
challenges. The report production is coordinated by the World Water Assessment Programme and the 
theme is harmonized with the theme of World Water Day (22 March). From 2003 to 2012, the WWDR 
was released every three years and from 2014 the Report is released annually to provide the most up 
to date and factual information of how water-related challenges are addressed around the world. 
 Strategic outlook
 State, uses and management of water 
resources
 Global 
 Regional assessments
 Triennial (2003–2012)
 Annual (from 2014)
 Links to the theme of World Water Day 
(22 March)
UN-WATER GLOBAL ANALYSIS AND ASSESSMENT OF SANITATION AND 
DRINKING-WATER (GLAAS)
is led and produced by the World Health Organization (WHO) on behalf of UN-Water. It provides a 
global update on the policy frameworks, institutional arrangements, human resource base, and 
international and national finance streams in support of sanitation and drinking-water. It provides 
substantive evidence for the activities of Sanitation and Water for All (SWA).
 Water supply and sanitation
 Global
 Regional and country highlights
 Biennial (since 2008)
THE PROGRESS REPORT OF THE WHO/UNICEF JOINT MONITORING 
PROGRAMME FOR WATER SUPPLY AND SANITATION (JMP)
is affiliated with UN-Water and presents the results of the global monitoring of progress towards 
access to safe drinking-water, and adequate sanitation and hygiene. Monitoring draws on the findings 
of household surveys and censuses usually supported by national statistics bureaus in accordance 
with international criteria and increasingly draws on national administrative and regulatory datasets.
 Status and trends
 Water supply and sanitation
 Global
 Regional and national assessments
 Biennial (1990–2012)
 Annual updates (since 2013)
PERIODIC REPORTS
UN-WATER 
PLANNED 
PUBLICATIONS
2017–2018
• Update of UN-Water Policy Brief on Water and Climate Change
• UN-Water Policy Brief on the Water Conventions
• UN-Water Analytical Brief on Water Efficiency
• SDG 6 Synthesis Report 2018 on Water and Sanitation
Foreword
Safe drinking-water and sanitation are crucial to human welfare, by supporting health and livelihoods and helping to create 
healthy environments. The consumption of unsafe water impairs human health through illnesses such as diarrhoea, and untreated 
sewage can contaminate drinking-water supplies and the environment, creating a heavy burden on communities. 
In recent years, much progress has been made in increasing access to drinking-water and sanitation, but still too many people 
lack access to safe, sustainable water supply and sanitation services. In 2015, the WHO/UNICEF Joint Monitoring Programme 
(JMP) estimated that 660 million people still do not have access to improved drinking-water sources, and over 2.4 billion people 
do not have access to improved sanitation.
The Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), as part of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, build upon the many 
achievements made under the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), but are more aspirational, extensive and ambitious. Goal 
6 is focused on clean water and sanitation. Going beyond “improved” drinking-water and sanitation, Target 6.1 calls for universal 
and equitable access to safe and affordable drinking-water, and Target 6.2 aspires to access to adequate and equitable sanitation and 
hygiene for all, as well as the end of open defecation.
A large financing gap has been identified as one of the greatest barriers to achieving these targets. To meet Targets 6.1 and 
6.2, capital financing would need to triple to US$ 114 billion per annum, and operating and maintenance costs need to be 
considered in addition. Beyond this global figure, there are large variations in financing needs from region to region and country 
to country. Hence, financing strategies are needed based on evidence and realistic proposals for how to fill the gaps. As part of 
this effort, the UN-Water Global Analysis and Assessment of Sanitation and Drinking-Water (GLAAS) and Tracking Financing to 
WASH (TrackFin), both led by the World Health Organization (WHO), are providing evidence for decision-makers on the WASH 
enabling environment, including governance, monitoring, human resources and finance, to make smarter decisions on water 
and sanitation financing, including on how to better utilize existing financing.
Investing in WASH can have a beneficial impact across a number 
of issues covered by the SDGs including health and education. 
For example, it has been estimated, through expert opinion, that 
26% of childhood deaths and 25% of the total disease burden in 
children under five could be prevented through the reduction of 
environmental risks, including by reducing unsafe water, sanitation 
and inadequate hygiene. Specifically, diarrhoeal diseases are 
among the main contributors to global child mortality, causing 
about 10% of all deaths in children under five years.1 WASH also 
leads to improved nutrition. Moreover, improved WASH in health 
care facilities leads to a reduction in maternal mortality, as well as 
increased use of health centers and facilities, and WASH in schools 
leads to increased attendance for girls. Investing in WASH provides 
benefits that expand beyond the water and sanitation sector.
This GLAAS report presents an analysis of the most reliable and up-
to-date data from 75 countries and 25 external support agencies 
(ESAs) on the issues related to financing universal WASH access 
under the SDGs.   
We hope that the GLAAS 2017 report will be a useful resource for 
decision- and policy-makers so that the realizable goal of safe, 
sustainable water and sanitation services for all can be achieved.
1 WHO (2017) Don’t pollute my future! The impact of the environment on children’s health. Geneva: World Health Organization. Available at: http://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/10665/254678/1/WHO-FWC-IHE-17.01-eng.
pdf?ua=1 [Accessed 15 March 2017].
Dr Margaret Chan
Director-General
World Health 
Organization
Guy Ryder
Chair, UN-Water
Director-General,  
International Labour 
Organization
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VALUE INDICATOR
CONTEXT 
68% Global population using an improved sanitation facility
91% Global population using an improved drinking-water source
Countries reporting insufficient financing to meet national WASH targets for:
87% / 90% Urban / rural sanitation
78% / 90% Urban / rural drinking-water
WASH BUDGETS AND PLANS 
Countries reporting existence of financing plan that is consistently followed for:
34% / 27% Urban / rural sanitation
42% / 32% Urban / rural drinking-water
76% Countries able to provide WASH budget data
4.9% Annual increase in government WASH budgets, average
19 Government WASH budget per capita (US$), average
0.42% Government WASH budget as a percentage of GDP, average 
EXPENDITURES
56% Countries able to provide government expenditure data
50 Total WASH expenditure per capita (US$), average
1.3% Total WASH expenditure as a percentage of GDP, average
57% / 43% Breakdown of country WASH expenditure between water / sanitation
76% / 24% Breakdown of country WASH expenditure between urban / rural
66% Percentage of WASH financing derived from households, average
EXTERNAL SUPPORT 
8.2 billion Official development assistance commitments for water and sanitation in 2015 (constant 2014 US$)
3.8% Percentage of total ODA commitments for water and sanitation in 2015
7.4 billion Official development assistance disbursements for water and sanitation in 2015 (constant 2014 US$)
65% / 35% Breakdown of water and sanitation ODA commitments between water / sanitation
25% Water and sanitation ODA commitments directed to basic services
73% / 24% / 3% Breakdown of water and sanitation ODA disbursements between urban / rural / combined
32% / 36% / 32% Breakdown of water and sanitation development assistance between ODA grants / ODA loans / non-concessional loans
IMPROVING THE USE OF EXISTING FINANCIAL RESOURCES 
Countries with absorption rates greater than 75% for:
60% Domestic capital commitments
59% External donor commitments
Countries with cost recovery for O&M more than 80% for:
39% / 34%  Urban / rural sanitation
45% / 24%  Urban / rural drinking-water
30% / 35% Countries indicating that affordability schemes exist and widely used for sanitation / drinking-water
43% Average non-revenue water
GLAAS summary table of key 
indicators for WASH financing
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Main findings
The GLAAS 2017 report focuses on the key role of financing in the water, sanitation and hygiene (WASH) sector. It is designed 
to provide a global perspective as the world embarks on achieving the SDGs, particularly SDG 6 relating to clean water and 
sanitation, which is essential to good health and well-being. It also provides country-specific data for governments to use as 
they plan investments and allocate resources.
Five key findings emerged from the GLAAS 2016/2017 results:
National WASH budgets are increasing as countries prepare to take on board the SDGs, yet there remains 
a discrepancy between global aspirations and national realities
Countries are showing a high level of responsiveness to the SDGs, with a majority of countries in the process of setting or planning 
to set targets that take into account the SDGs in the next few years. Available data on national budgets and expenditure indicate 
that government allocations and spending for WASH are increasing—annual government WASH budgets are increasing at an 
annual average rate of 4.9% after adjusting for inflation. This increase in WASH budgets will have positive effects not only in the 
WASH sector, but also in health, including nutrition, education and economic development. However, more than 80% of countries 
report insufficient financing to meet national WASH targets, let alone the higher levels of service that are the focus of the SDGs. 
The SDGs require greater ambitions for WASH, but there remains a lack of financial sustainability for 
reaching the unserved and maintaining services
More than one half of countries indicate that household tariffs are insufficient to recover operations and basic maintenance 
(O&M) costs. For rural sanitation, a greater number of countries reported improvements in cost recovery as opposed to those 
that reported declines; however, cost recovery remains an issue. While many service providers and communities have access to 
government subsidies, nearly 20% of countries indicate a lack of any mechanism to cover operational financial gaps, leading to 
deferred maintenance, deterioration of assets and increased failure rates. Combined with estimated capital investment needs 
to reach the SDGs that are three times higher than current investment levels, significantly more resources will be required to 
address the financial gap for WASH investments and O&M. The additional resources will contribute to sustainable WASH services, 
overall improving health and well-being.
More and better data are available for informed decision-making
Disaggregated financial data are available from an increasing number of countries: 42 out of 75 participating countries were 
able to provide government expenditure data, compared to 33 out of 94 in the previous GLAAS cycle. Moreover, nearly 70% of 
countries indicate that data are available and used in decisions for resource allocation for drinking-water and sanitation. Data are 
also available for WASH and health issues. Over 70% of countries indicate that data are available and used for decisions regarding 
identifying public health priorities for reducing WASH related diseases and responding to WASH related disease outbreaks. 
However, significant data gaps remain and existing data continue to be fragmented across different ministries and stakeholders. 
Over two thirds of respondent countries indicate the existence of a financing plan/budget for water and sanitation, but only one 
third report that the financial plan has been defined, agreed and consistently followed.
Official development assistance (ODA) disbursements for water and sanitation are increasing, but future 
investments are uncertain
Investments in WASH are investments in public health—ODA to safe, sustainable WASH systems will contribute to achieving 
gains in health. Water and sanitation ODA disbursements (spending) increased from US$ 6.3 to US$ 7.4 billion from 2012 to 
2015. However, aid commitments for water and sanitation have declined since 2012: global aid commitments decreased from 
US$ 10.4 to US$ 8.2 billion, and aid commitments to sub-Saharan Africa decreased from US$ 3.8 billion to US$ 1.7 billion from 
2012 to 2015. Considering the greater needs to make progress towards universal access to safely managed WASH services under 
the SDG targets, the possibility of future reductions in aid disbursements does not align with global aspirations.
1
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Extending WASH services to vulnerable groups is a policy priority, but implementation is lagging behind
Achieving the SDGs will require additional efforts to reach vulnerable groups, including poor populations and communities living 
in remote areas or informal settlements. Over 70% of countries report having specific measures to reach poor populations in their 
WASH policies and plans. However, the implementation of such concrete measures is lagging: few countries indicate that they are 
able to consistently apply financing measures to target resources to poor populations. Furthermore, while “reducing inequalities 
in access and services to the poorest and most vulnerable” was considered a very high priority for two thirds of external support 
agencies (ESAs), aid to basic systems (as a proxy for aid targeted to unserved populations, particularly in rural areas) was only 
25% of WASH aid disbursements in 2015. Increasing and sustaining WASH access for vulnerable groups will not only be critical 
for achieving SDG 6, but also for SDG 3 on ensuring healthy lives and promoting well-being for all at all ages. 
5
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Introduction and context of the 
GLAAS 2017 report 
The transition from the MDG to the SDG era calls for a balance between continuity and a notable departure from business as 
usual. The aspirational and ambitious goals and targets that make up the SDG framework will require a new take on development 
policies, plans and programmes, on means of implementation and also on monitoring progress.
The SDG on clean water and sanitation, goal six, states that “by 2030, ensure availability and sustainable management of water and 
sanitation for all,” extending the original MDG 7 targets to cover all freshwater issues from the perspective of economic, social 
and environmental sustainability, in a holistic manner. The first two of the targets under SDG 6 raise ambitions to increase access 
to safe, sustainable water supplies and sanitation services. In particular, they aim to “achieve universal and equitable access to safe 
and affordable drinking-water for all” (Target 6.1) and to “achieve access to adequate and equitable sanitation and hygiene for all and 
end open defecation, paying special attention to the needs of women and girls and those in vulnerable situations” (Target 6.2). The new 
Targets 6.3-6.6 address issues that include, but go beyond, drinking-water supply and sanitation: wastewater management, water 
use efficiency, integrated water resources management (IWRM) and aquatic ecosystems’ protection and restoration. Targets 6.a 
and 6.b focus on the means of implementation for achieving SDG 6.
Meeting these targets will require large investments in terms of finance and resources. The World Bank has estimated that globally, 
current levels of financing for WASH are only sufficient to cover the capital costs of achieving basic universal water, sanitation 
and hygiene services by 2030. Meeting SDG Targets 6.1 and 6.2 will require a tripling of capital investments to US$ 114 billion 
per year, not to mention operations and maintenance (O&M) costs, which are key for sustainable services.1 Investments in WASH 
will also have positive effects and contribute to improving other critical areas related to public health covered by the SDGs such 
as nutrition, economic development, education, and climate resilience.
The financial challenges of meeting the SDGs raise many issues such as which options and opportunities exist to bridge the 
funding gaps, the nature of financing mechanisms, such as using a mix of public and private financing, how to increase financial 
efficiency in infrastructure development, service delivery and asset management, and viable approaches to tariff-setting and 
subsidies that address the dilemma between cost recovery and affordability from economics and human rights perspectives.
This report analyses the current WASH finance situation in countries, with an assessment of funding gaps to reach targets, financial 
planning and government budgets, as well as different sources of WASH financing (taxes, transfers and tariffs) and expenditure 
allocations. The policies and actions of ESAs are also highlighted. The report then focuses on funding universal access to WASH, 
with a discussion of how the targeting and use of existing financial resources can be improved as well as what cost recovery and 
pro-poor affordability schemes and measures can be deployed to reach those under threat of being left behind.
New results from recently participating countries of the WHO-led UN-Water GLAAS TrackFin initiative during 2015 and 2016 are 
also presented throughout this report and in Annex B. Previous GLAAS results have shown that there are substantial gaps in our 
understanding and tracking of financing to water, sanitation and hygiene. WHO launched the TrackFin initiative with the intention 
to develop and test a common, consistent methodology to track these financial flows at the national level. Strengthening this 
evidence base can contribute to improved dialogue at the national level between finance and line ministries, as well as better 
decision-making in funding allocations for priority needs, catalyzing better management of available resources, and attracting 
additional investment to the sector.
This GLAAS 2017 report is the fourth periodic report, and first thematic report, following on from earlier reports in 2010, 2012, 
and 2014. It draws on data from 75 countries and 25 ESAs from in-depth surveys that investigated factors related to finance 
and other elements of the enabling environment, including plans, targets, data availability and measures to reach vulnerable 
populations. The specific finance focus of the GLAAS 2016/2017 survey has resulted in a lower level of participation than has been 
customary in recent data collection cycles due to the challenge of providing comprehensive information on WASH financing, 
1 Hutton G and Varughese MC (2016) The Costs of Meeting the 2030 Sustainable Development Goal Targets on Drinking Water, Sanitation, and Hygiene. Water and Sanitation Program Technical Paper, World Bank, Washington, 
DC. Available at: http://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/water/publication/the-costs-of-meeting-the-2030-sustainable-development-goal-targets-on-drinking-water-sanitation-and-hygiene [Accessed 24 March 2017].
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which is often fragmented across ministries and organizations, and the time required to collect this information. It is expected 
that the level of participation will rebound for the next, general update cycle of GLAAS in 2018/2019. More detailed information 
about the GLAAS methodology, including the country and ESA surveys,1 can be found in Annex A.
Participation in 2016/2017 Global Analysis and Assessment of Sanitation and Drinking-Water (GLAAS)
Asian Development Bank
BRAC
Bill and Melinda 
Gates Foundation
World Vision 
International
Water.org
World Bank
Inter-American Development Bank
United Nations Children’s Fund
CARE USA
United Nations
Development Programme
WaterAid
European Commission
Water Supply and Sanitation
Collaborative Council
CARE International
African Development Bank
  Bilateral donor
  Aid recipient country
  Not a participant
  Not applicable
Country and ESA participation in the GLAAS 2016/2017 surveysFigure1
Source: GLAAS 2016/2017 country and external 
support agency surveys.
Purpose of GLAAS
The Global Analysis and Assessment of Sanitation and Drinking-Water (GLAAS) is a UN-Water initiative led by WHO. GLAAS 
objectives are defined as: monitoring the inputs (in terms of human resources and finance) and the enabling environment (in 
terms of laws, plans and policies, institutional and monitoring arrangements), required to sustain and extend WASH systems and 
services to all, and especially to the most vulnerable population groups. GLAAS does this at both global and regional levels by 
collecting information at country level and through existing data sources.
GLAAS has been collecting information directly from governments and ESAs on the status and trends in the enabling environment 
for sanitation and drinking-water services since 2008, highlighting policy, legal and regulatory frameworks, institutional 
arrangements, the human resource base for WASH, and financial flows in the national context as well as through international 
cooperation.
1 GLAAS and ESA surveys available online at: http://www.who.int/water_sanitation_health/monitoring/investments/glaas-2016-2017-cycle/en/
COUNTRIES EXTERNAL SUPPORT AGENCIES (ESAs)
Afghanistan, Albania, Argentina, Azerbaijan, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belarus, Bhutan, 
Bolivia (Plurinational State of), Bosnia and Herzegovina, Botswana, Brazil, Burkina 
Faso, Burundi, Cambodia, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Côte d’Ivoire, Cuba, 
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Georgia, Ghana, Guatemala, 
Guinea, Haiti, Honduras, India, Jamaica, Kenya, Kyrgyzstan, Lao People’s Democratic 
Republic, Lesotho, Liberia, Lithuania, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Mexico, 
Micronesia (Federated States of), Mongolia, Mozambique, Nepal, Nigeria, Pakistan, 
Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Rwanda, Senegal, Solomon 
Islands, South Africa, Tajikistan, Thailand, Serbia, Swaziland, Timor-Leste, Tonga, 
Ukraine, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Uzbekistan, Vanuatu, Venezuela 
(Bolivarian Republic of), Viet Nam, Zambia, Zimbabwe.
African Development Bank (AfDB); Asian Development Bank (ADB); Australia, 
Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade (DFAT); Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation 
(BMGF); BRAC; CARE International and CARE USA; European Commission; Finland, 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs; France, Agence Française de Développement (AFD); 
Germany, Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ); 
Inter-American Development Bank (IDB); Japan International Cooperation Agency 
(JICA); Portugal, Ministry of Foreign Affairs; Swedish International Development 
Cooperation Agency (Sida); Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation (SDC) 
and State Secretariat for Economic Affairs, Switzerland; The Netherlands, Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs (DGIS); United Kingdom, Department for International Development 
(DFID); United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF); United Nations Development Fund 
(UNDP); United States Agency for International Development (USAID); Water Supply 
and Sanitation Collaborative Council (WSSCC); Water.org; WaterAid; World Bank; World 
Vision International.
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GLAAS also analyses the factors associated with progress in WASH in order to identify drivers and bottlenecks, highlight knowledge 
gaps and assess strengths and challenges within and across countries. It aims to facilitate the efforts of government-led platforms 
to enhance coordination across the various sectors, institutions and actors influencing and providing WASH services.
GLAAS has developed a medium-term strategy (2016–2020) that will support its monitoring activities within this broadened 
scope of SDG 6 and with an expanded focus. It builds on the guidance of two GLAAS evaluation meetings (2012 and 2015) and 
on the recommendations of the JMP/GLAAS Strategic Advisory Group. The current report reflects one of the outcomes of both 
evaluation meetings, the idea that GLAAS produce, alternatingly, general update reports on all GLAAS aspects of the enabling 
environment (governance, monitoring, human resources and finance) and thematic reports. This first thematic report focuses 
on the status and trends in financing of drinking-water, sanitation and hygiene infrastructure and O&M.
GLAAS complements other efforts in the wider water and sanitation environment, such as the WHO/United Nations Children’s 
Fund (UNICEF) Joint Monitoring Programme on Water Supply and Sanitation (JMP). GLAAS provides evidence for the Sanitation 
and Water for All (SWA) High Level Meetings and is leading the monitoring of the SWA Collaborative Behaviours. GLAAS is one of 
the main data sources for the SWA Collaborative Behaviours indicators, along with World Bank’s Country Policy and Institutional 
Assessment (CPIA), Public Expenditure and Financial Accountability (PEFA) Assessments and the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development Creditor Reporting System (OECD-CRS). Both the GLAAS 2016/2017 country and ESA surveys were 
revised to be able to collect information aligned with the Behaviours. Country profiles for the SWA Collaborative Behaviours are 
being prepared by GLAAS on behalf of SWA for the April 2017 High Level Meetings.
SWA Collaborative Behaviours and Building Blocks
SWA has identified four Collaborative Behaviours and five Building Blocks for development effectiveness that can improve long-term performance in making 
progress towards universal access to water and sanitation. The Collaborative Behaviours are: 
• Enhance government leadership of sector planning processes;
• Strengthen and use country systems;
• Use one information and mutual accountability platform built around a multi-stakeholder government-led cycle of planning, monitoring and learning; and
• Build sustainable water and sanitation sector financing strategies that incorporate financial data from taxes, tariffs and transfers as well as estimates for 
non-tariff household expenditure.
While the Collaborative Behaviours are the “how” for improving sector performance, the Building Blocks are the “what.” The Building Blocks are:
• Sector policy and strategy;
• Institutional arrangements;
• Sector financing;
• Planning, monitoring and review; and
• Capacity development 
GLAAS is well positioned to contribute to monitoring the Collaborative Behaviours and Building Blocks as they align with GLAAS’ focus on the enabling environment 
for WASH. GLAAS has been closely working with SWA on the monitoring strategy and country profiles for the Collaborative Behaviours and continues to collect 
data on the Building Blocks.
GLAAS is also complementary to the WASH Bottleneck Analysis Tool (WASH BAT) developed by UNICEF to help assess the enabling 
environment for WASH in countries and develop concrete action items. If a country participates in GLAAS and wants to explore 
certain topics in more detail, it could conduct a WASH BAT and if a country conducts a WASH BAT before GLAAS, those data can 
feed into the GLAAS survey. WHO and UNICEF have worked closely to ensure that GLAAS and the WASH BAT are closely aligned.
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Monitoring the SDG Means of Implementation
GLAAS is a co-custodian, along with the United National Environment Programme (UNEP) and the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 
(OECD), for monitoring SDG Targets 6.a and 6.b on the means of implementation (MoI). GLAAS is well placed for this role as it has been monitoring the WASH 
enabling environment since its pilot in 2008. For additional information, see Annex C.
Target 6.a By 2030, expand international cooperation and capacity-building support to developing countries in water and sanitation-related activities and 
programmes, including water harvesting, desalination, water efficiency, wastewater treatment, recycling and reuse technologies.
Target 6.b Support and strengthen the participation of local communities in improving water and sanitation management.
Overview of GLAAS 2016/2017 participating countries and improvement of data availability
The WASH sector is heavily fragmented, and it is difficult to centralize data from the many national institutions and supporting partners involved in sector 
financing. However, an increasing number of countries have been able to provide key data on WASH budgets and expenditures through the GLAAS country survey: 
• Availability of government expenditure data has steadily increased from 5% of participating countries in the 2009/2010 GLAAS cycle to 23% in 2011/2012, 
35% in 2013/2014, and 56% in the 2016/2017 cycle.
• Availability of household expenditure data in addition to government expenditure data increased from 5% of participating countries in 2011/2012 to 20% 
in 2013/2014 and 33% in 2016/2017. 
• Availability of government WASH budget data increased from 52% in 2013/2014 to 76% in 2016/2017.  
The quality of data provided has also shown steady improvement, as countries have been able to provide an increasing level of disaggregation, as well as provide 
data for more ministries and institutions involved in WASH in country. TrackFin has also helped to improve the quality and level of detail of WASH financing data 
in implementing countries.
While the volume and quality of WASH financing data continue to improve, comparability of the data between countries and between different cycles of GLAAS 
remains a challenge. Budget and expenditure data reported may cover different areas of WASH and the broader water sector, and national institutions, ministries, 
and other agencies for which data are reported differ from cycle-to-cycle and country-to-country. A great deal of care was required in the analysis of trends 
from the previous cycle of GLAAS in order to ensure comparability of results, for example by including only comparable elements of the data in the analysis.
Due to the finance focus of the GLAAS 2016/2017 cycle, there were fewer participating countries (75 countries) compared to the 2013/2014 cycle (94 countries), 
particularly from low income and sub-Saharan African countries. Table 1 provides an overview of participating countries from the 2013/2014 and 2016/2017 
cycles by World Bank income group. It is not surprising that there has been some degree of self-selection in the participating countries depending on the capacity 
to provide the information requested. GLAAS continues to encourage countries to provide data through a government-led multi-stakeholder GLAAS country 
process, and will continue to accept country submissions until mid-2017. In addition, support is being provided to an increasing number of countries for the 
collection and compiling of WASH financing data through TrackFin (see Annex B). Despite the challenges, it is unquestionable that the current GLAAS report 
provides the most comprehensive information on WASH financing from countries and ESAs to date.
Breakdown of GLAAS participating countries in 2013/2014 and 2016/2017 by World 
Bank income group 
Table
1
World Bank income group 2013/2014 (n=94) 2016/2017 (n=75)
Low income 29% 20%
Lower middle income 37% 40%
Upper middle income 28% 35%
High income 5% 5%  
Not available 1% —
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Financial Planning: Estimating 
the financing gap and needs to 
meet the SDGs 
Financial sufficiency to meet targets 
Despite being a key determinant of public health and economic development, the WASH sector faces major obstacles in attracting 
sufficient resources to meet its investment needs. In the GLAAS 2013/2014 cycle, during the MDG era, 80% of countries reported 
that financial resources were insufficient to meet national targets established for drinking-water and sanitation, despite increasing 
domestic budget allocations. More recent global estimates show a tremendous gap in financing to achieve the water supply, 
sanitation, and hygiene SDG 6 targets, with capital investment needs alone three times higher than current investment levels.1
 
Results of the GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey support previous findings that the lack of adequate financial resources constrains 
progress towards national goals. Over 80% of countries report insufficient finance for both urban and rural areas in meeting 
national targets for drinking-water and sanitation, as well as those for water quality, a major component of SDG 6.
Per cent of countries reporting 
sufficient finance to meet national targets  (n= 70)2
Programme area Urban Rural
Drinking-water 22% 10%
Sanitation 13% 10%
Water quality 19% 9%
Is financing allocated to water and sanitation 
improvements sufficient to meet national targets?
Table
2
 Source: GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey.
It is important to note that these country estimates of financial sufficiency are based on national targets and levels of service, 
and therefore, are unlikely to fully consider all the elements of the safely managed standard (accessibility, availability and quality) 
nor universal and equitable access by 2030, as envisioned in the SDGs. Currently, a majority of reported national WASH targets 
are based on medium-term plans extending up to 2020 with targets set at levels below universal coverage. Fewer than 20% of 
countries have set universal access targets for 2030 or sooner; however, a majority of countries3 are setting or planning to set 
targets that take into account the SDGs. The lack of adequate financing to meet national targets will be magnified in the future 
as SDG targets are integrated more fully into national plans.
1 Hutton G and Varughese MC (2016) The Costs of Meeting the 2030 Sustainable Development Goal Targets on Drinking Water, Sanitation, and Hygiene. Water and Sanitation Program Technical Paper, World Bank, Washington, 
DC. Available at: http://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/water/publication/the-costs-of-meeting-the-2030-sustainable-development-goal-targets-on-drinking-water-sanitation-and-hygiene [Accessed 24 March 2017].
2 Insufficient finance is defined here as less than 75% of what is needed to meet national targets.
3 Based on an assessment of 40 countries that reported on this question in the GLAAS 2016/2017 cycle.
Over 80% of countries report 
insufficient financing to meet 
national WASH targets  
(Table 2 and Fig. 2).
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Is financing allocated to sanitation improvements sufficient to meet national targets?
  More than 75% of what is needed for both urban and rural
  More than 75% of what is needed for urban or rural
  Between 50% and 75% of what is needed
  Less than 50% of what is needed for urban or rural
  Less than 50% of what is needed for both urban and rural
  Data not available
  Not applicable
Level of sufficiency of financial resources allocated to sanitation to meet national targets (n=71)Figure2
Source: GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey.
Lack of adequate financial resources threatens attainment of national goals
• In Ecuador, the National Strategy for Water and Sanitation set a ten-year target in 2014 of 100% coverage for water and sanitation services, which requires 
a total estimated investment of US$ 7.3 billion. The National Strategy indicates that the state is currently investing US$ 350 million per year, which means 
investments will need to be doubled. For drinking-water, US$ 2.4 billion is needed and for sanitation US$ 4.9 billion is needed (including for wastewater 
treatment in the 10 largest cities representing 38% of the population). Urban needs are US$ 5 billion, while rural needs are US$ 2.3 billion.
• A Water Sector Infrastructure and Investment Framework in South Africa found that in 2016, a total annual capital investment of 82 billion rand 
(US$ 6.4 billion) was required for WASH over the next 10 years, but currently available funding is only about 46 billion rand (US$ 3.6 billion) a year, i.e. only 
56% of capital needs are currently funded. Also, lack of investment in O&M is cited as a particular problem causing a number of schemes to not function 
properly. There is an estimated annual sector maintenance shortfall of 44 billion rand (US$ 3.4 billion).
• Papua New Guinea has estimated that the sector needs US$ 100 million for capital expenditures and US$ 20 million for O&M per year. Water PNG has only 
about 34% coverage of the population in the areas that have been declared Water PNG districts.
Identifying financial needs through national assessments 
Responsibilities for the planning, organization, delivery, maintenance and evaluation of drinking-water supply and sanitation 
services remain fragmented over different public sectors and at different levels of administration. For practical purposes, reference 
continues to be made to the WASH sector (with hygiene added as a non-service based element), yet a main enabling environment 
challenge is how to overcome fragmentation and achieve a greater level of cohesion and efficiency. One way to address this 
challenge is by holding a joint sector review (JSR).
Periodic government-led JSRs aim to bring different stakeholders, including development partners, together to engage in 
dialogue, review status, progress and performance, and take decisions on priority actions. A JSR also provides an opportunity to 
discuss the current financial situation for WASH as well as upcoming needs. Due to the fragmented nature of the WASH sector in 
which multiple institutions can play leading roles in the provision of services, periodic JSRs have been effective in highlighting 
issues and creating substantial changes in policy, strategy, and programming – especially contributing to the development of 
financing strategies in a number of countries.
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More than 60% of responding countries indicate that the government has conducted a JSR in the past three years (i.e. 2014–2016). 
However, few countries explicitly mentioned finance as a topic covered in these reviews. Both Kenya and Liberia noted that 
WASH financing had been covered specifically in their most recent JSR. Additionally, Costa Rica and Madagascar noted that JSRs 
had led to investment plans, and in Mozambique, the JSR sparked awareness of the need to mobilize investments to expand 
WASH systems that were experiencing increasing demand. Further information and guidance on JSRs and specific case studies 
are available online.1 Public expenditure reviews are also an opportunity for governments to analyse the effectiveness of public 
finance, including for water and sanitation.2 
JSRs, finance and target setting in Pakistan
In early 2016, the Parliament of Pakistan adopted a resolution declaring the SDGs to be national development goals, which created momentum at both the national 
and provincial levels to assess the current situation and develop a baseline. From there, provinces are using JSRs to discuss their current WASH status and levels 
of financial expenditures. The reviews, along with the use of an SDG costing tool, will contribute to setting national and provincial WASH targets by June 2017.
Data availability for decision-making
Lack of data is often cited as an impediment to financial planning and performance tracking. For WASH investment planning, 
data needed to estimate future needs and resources can include information such as: coverage levels and targets, predicted 
population growth, up-to-date inventory of assets and their current condition, cost and performance data, availability of external 
funds, domestic budget execution performance, and estimated trends in demand for services. The availability of information 
for decision-making was cited by countries as relatively good, with nearly 70% of countries indicating that data are available, 
analysed and used (at least partially) for decisions regarding resource allocations in sanitation and drinking-water (Fig. 3). However, 
countries did not report on the quality of the information or whether it was used specifically for decisions in rural or urban areas. 
Countries are also using data in decisions regarding WASH and health. Over 70% per cent of countries indicated that data are 
available, analysed and used (at least partially) for identifying public health priorities for reducing WASH related diseases, and for 
decisions regarding response to WASH related disease outbreaks, over 80% of countries report using data in their decision-making. 
Source: GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey.
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3
However, when asked specifically about the availability of WASH expenditure reports, many countries still indicate difficulties in 
gathering consolidated data, such as financial information on WASH across ministries and committed versus disbursed information 
on external finance. For example, Cambodia reports that the WASH sector has no sector-wide approach and that there is no 
1 Danert K, Furey S, Mechta M and Gupta S (2016) Effective Joint Sector Reviews for Water, Sanitation and Hygiene (WASH). A Study and Guidance – 2016. Water and Sanitation Programme of the World Bank, Washington, DC. 
Available at: http://www.rural-water-supply.net/_ressources/documents/default/1-757-3-1463486911.pdf [Accessed 8 March 2017].
2 More information on public expenditure reviews can be found here: http://wbi.worldbank.org/boost/tools-resources/public-expenditure-review [Accessed 24 March 2017].
Nearly 70% of countries 
indicate that data are 
available and used for 
decisions for resource 
allocation for sanitation 
and drinking-water.
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consistent financial reporting system among departments in the ministries. In addition, it was noted that development partners 
and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) only report on activities and outcomes, but not on expenditures. Similarly, Zimbabwe 
indicates that disaggregated reports for non-ODA expenditures are not publicly available and are only submitted to the Ministry 
of Finance on an ad hoc basis, or only upon request. The government is currently in the process of strengthening the coordination 
architecture which seeks to improve transparency of ODA, non-ODA and government expenditures.
This issue is the subject of the fourth SWA Collaborative Behaviour: build sustainable water and sanitation sector financing 
strategies that incorporate financial data from taxes, tariffs and transfers as well as estimates for non-tariff household expenditure. 
Financial data, including from expenditure reports, are a key element for this behaviour to be adopted by both governments 
and ESAs.
Source: GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey.
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Obtaining ODA and NGO financial data through TrackFin: Lessons from countries
External financing remains essential for improving access to WASH in many countries. In the GLAAS 2016/2017 cycle, international public transfers represent 12% 
of non-household WASH revenue sources (in 42 countries), and 10 out of 25 countries with comprehensive WASH expenditure data indicate a contribution of at 
least 20% of total WASH funding from international public transfers. Similarly, NGOs are important contributors to the sector. By 2015 in Mali, NGO contributions 
surpassed those of projects and programmes carried out by the government, with NGOs providing 966 new water points compared to 591 from the government.
However, information on NGO financial contributions is not always available at the level of national institutions in charge of planning and monitoring. In the first 
phase of TrackFin in Ghana, it was not possible to obtain financial data on NGO voluntary contributions, and only 16 of the 82 known NGOs in the sector were 
able to provide information in the second phase. The situation was relatively similar in Mali, as only five NGOs reported data during the first phase of TrackFin, 
representing only 4% of total expenditure, thus not fully reflecting NGO contributions.
Similarly, data on international public transfers in the sector, whether bilateral or multilateral, are not always available at government level. In the implementation 
of TrackFin, notably in Burkina Faso, Ghana and Mali, it was found that the data available from national institutions indicated amounts significantly lower than the 
disbursements amounts reported to the OECD Development Assistance Committee (OECD-DAC) by development partners. For example, in Mali, disbursements 
by donors for sectoral government departments amounted to CFA francs 48 billion (US$ 96 million) from 2012 to 2014, while OECD-DAC data indicated an 
additional CFA francs 8.5 billion (US$ 17 million) of drinking-water funding unknown to the government, corresponding to about 15% of total donor funding. 
The government also has access to non OECD-DAC donor funds, representing around 5% of total public transfers.
Several reasons for the difference between government and OCED-DAC data have been identified over the past few years as part of TrackFin:
• Some development partners, who usually communicate the commitment status of their programmes at the level of the ministries of foreign affairs and/or 
finance on an annual basis, do not disaggregate expenditure by subsector, particularly when these programmes include several activities;
• Financial information, if available at the level of ministries in charge of finance, is not necessarily communicated to sectoral ministries and there is no 
mechanism facilitating exchange of financial data;
• Many projects and programmes are implemented directly by development partners or through their own project structures, most of which do not 
communicate their financial data to the national authorities;
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• Some ODA is channeled directly through NGOs that carry out their own activities without reporting amounts spent at the national level. Thus, the amounts 
disbursed by donors to NGOs are reported to OECD, but are not known to national authorities and sometimes even to donor country offices, if transfers have 
been made from the donor’s headquarters; and
• Some institutional and technical support activities, technical assistance or studies are carried out and accounted for in ODA totals, but these contributions are 
not always communicated to national authorities.
Thus, sectoral institutions at the national level, which are responsible for coordinating and planning the development of the sector, are not always informed of 
commitments and disbursements, and this financial information is often difficult to collect and disaggregate. These data will be even more important with the 
implementation of SDG Target 6.a, which aims to develop international cooperation and capacity building support for developing countries. The main objective 
of this target is to encourage genuine collaboration between technical and financial partners and national institutions. Collaboration between different sector 
actors is also a key principle of the Sanitation and Water for All partnership.
Several experiences and practices make it possible to envision improvements in data transparency:
• Several NGO groups, Coalition of NGOs in Water and Sanitation in Ghana, the Forum of International NGOs in Mali, and the National Coalition – International 
Campaign for Water and Sanitation in Mali, are mobilizing efforts to encourage better collaboration between their members to share their plans and data 
with national institutions;
• Some donors, including the Agence Française de Développement (AFD), are encouraging the NGOs they fund to improve communication with national 
authorities about their data;
• Several technical and financial partners systematically and regularly exchange their financial data with national institutions. For example, in Mali, AFD, the 
Kreditanstalt für Wiederaufbau, (KfW – German development bank), and the European Union regularly communicate with the government on the status 
of projects being implemented. For instance, AFD disburses funding only at the request of the national institution in charge, and regularly organizes data 
reconciliation on disbursements with the government to ensure common figures;
• Some donors, who do not routinely disclose their disaggregated financial data to sectoral authorities, despite very good technical collaboration, were able 
to provide detailed data through TrackFin; and
• Some countries, such as Madagascar with the Permanent Technical Secretariat for the Coordination of Aid, have established coordination frameworks at the 
central level with development partners, donors and international NGOs, using a database as a key instrument to centralize subsector commitments and 
disbursements disaggregated by subsector and regions and updated on a quarterly basis.
Development and implementation of financial plans for WASH
Investment programmes define and prioritize capital needs, match expected resources with costs of infrastructure and O&M, and 
improve intra-governmental coordination, transparency of budgeting and reliability of expenditure forecasts. These programmes 
can also be linked to a strategic financial planning process that identifies: the desired level of services, the potential sources of 
revenue (e.g. users, taxpayers, donors), priority areas and project costs, how revenue is to be allocated among different costs and 
functions (capital investment in infrastructure versus recurrent O&M costs, drinking-water supply versus sanitation), and strategies 
to address identified financial gaps. Such strategies should comprehensively cover each subsector with clear priorities and an 
identification of costs and revenue sources.
Over two thirds of countries surveyed indicate the existence of a financing plan/budget for drinking-water and sanitation. However, 
only one third of countries reported that a financial plan has been defined, agreed, and consistently followed, i.e. allocation of 
funds is forthcoming and the capacity to implement these plans/projects has been developed.
Countries report the use of a range of WASH investment programmes/budget frameworks. National budgeting processes for 
sector ministries are the most often cited with 43% of countries indicating that WASH is identified in an annual budgeting process 
and 11% of countries indicating the identification of WASH in multi-year budget or expenditure frameworks.
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Over one third of countries cited the existence of a comprehensive sector development plan, national action plan, water agenda, 
or similar sector planning document that guides investment planning and may be more closely linked to a strategic financial 
planning process on investment needs, sources of financing, and strategies for financing future needs (Table 3).
Level of implementation
(number of countries, urban sanitation*)
Financial planning framework for WASH Countries using framework Insufficient Partial Consistent
National annual budgeting process 43% 10 10 12
Sector development or investment plans/agenda 35% 13 5 8
Multi-year/medium-term budget/expenditure framework 11% 4 0 4
Tariff law/policy 3% 0 1 1
No financial plan 8% — — —
Level of financial plan/framework implementation for WASH (n= 74)Table3
*Urban sanitation shown as a proxy indicator for financial plan implementation levels across WASH services.
Source: GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey.
In some countries, there may be several plans each covering a specific area e.g. separate plans for drinking-water, sanitation and 
hygiene, separate plans for urban and rural areas, each with different levels of adoption and implementation, an annual WASH 
plan, and a strategic investment plan for hygiene promotion for financial planning.
South Africa’s national WASH budget process
In South Africa, the National Treasury, with input from stakeholders, publishes an annual Division of Revenue Act, which provides comprehensive budgets for 
all government activities. An Integrated Development Plan sets out a municipality’s high level plans, and Water Services Development Plans give more detail 
regarding water services. The National Treasury, with sector input, calculates future needs and municipalities are given budgets, which include grants for capital 
investment (infrastructure) and O&M, for the next three years.
Government budgeting for WASH
WASH government budgets
Both government budget and expenditure trends can be indicators of priorities in national policy and action. The GLAAS country 
survey requests the most recent annual line ministry budgets for water, sanitation and hygiene to determine the level of public 
funds being allocated to WASH as well as historical budget trends. Data from both the GLAAS 2013/2014 and 2016/2017 cycles 
suggest that government budgets and expenditures are increasing to address the growing needs of the sector.
In the GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey, a total of 57 countries provided WASH-specific budgets for government ministries and/
or institutions, or provided an aggregated national budget for WASH services. Nearly one half of these countries also presented 
these budgets disaggregated for water and sanitation. Separate hygiene promotion budgets were provided by 12 countries. The 
57 countries represent 4.4 billion people and report US$ 85 billion in annual budgets for WASH (for the most recent budget year). 
A range of fiscal budget years was reported from 2014 to 2017. Three countries, China, Brazil, and India representing 2.9 billion 
people, report US$ 67 billion in annual budgets for WASH. 
One third of countries report the use of sector development or 
action plans to identify investment needs, financing sources, and 
strategies for future financing (Table 3).
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More than US$ 85 billion is budgeted 
for WASH in 57 countries representing 
a population of 4.4 billion.
While data quality has improved with each successive GLAAS survey, it is important to note that some countries may only report 
budgets for a few sector ministries and institutions, and a few countries only reported a collective budget for all of WASH. WASH 
budget allocations may also be under-reported due to the lack of disaggregated budgets for certain ministries and the potential 
exclusion of municipal and service provider budgets even where these may be significant. Budgets may also show some variability 
among countries depending on whether countries included activities beyond drinking-water and sanitation service provision 
and hygiene promotion, such as water resources and waste management. For example, Brazil reported a US$ 9.2 billion water-
related budget for 2014 inclusive of water, sanitation, drainage, solid waste management, water resources management, and 
hygiene/health promotion.
Reported WASH budgets, most recent fiscal year (n= 57)Figure5
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Note that WASH budget data are not always comparable between countries as data may not be reported for all ministries involved in WASH, subnational/national and service provider data may not be reported, and the scope of activities 
covered may differ by country. 
Additional countries with a national WASH budget less than US$ 100 million include: Georgia (97), Afghanistan (92), Senegal (87), Uzbekistan (68), United Republic of Tanzania (61), Albania (60), Rwanda (57), Guinea (56), Lithuania 
(51), Swaziland (47), Burkina Faso (45), Zambia (39), Lesotho (36), Lao People’s Democratic Republic (26), Madagascar (24), Cambodia (22), Liberia (20), Solomon Islands (19), Tajikistan (16), Bhutan (14), Serbia (13), Maldives (12), El 
Salvador (11), Tonga (10), Bosnia and Herzegovina (10), Timor-Leste (9), Burundi (3), and Vanuatu (2).
Source: GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey.
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Mexico (2015) 2 394
South Africa (2016) 3 550
Argentina (2015) 1 707
Peru (2015) 1 745
Pakistan (2016) 636
Thailand (2016) 1 406
Panama (2015) 561
Nigeria (2016) 602
Uruguay (2015) 547
Bangladesh (2015) 548
Nepal (2017) 403
Bolivia (Plurinational State of) (2016) 406
Costa Rica (2015) 309
Kenya (2016) 370
Mali (2014) 254
Jamaica (2015) 260
Paraguay (2015) 226
Mongolia (2015) 237
Philippines (2016) 210
Dominican Republic (2015) 221
Côte d’Ivoire (2016) 181
Ethiopia (2016) 197
Honduras (2015) 132
Fiji (2017) 155
Colombia (2016) 120
Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of) (2015) 130
Malaysia (2016) 291
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Budget data are summarized by SDG region1 in Table 4 and present a global average government budget per capita allocated 
to WASH of US$ 19, and an overall WASH allocation (as a per cent of gross domestic product (GDP)) of 0.42%. Direct comparisons 
among regions are limited due to the lack of a complete data set, however, the data do suggest that the relatively higher income 
countries in the Latin America and Caribbean Region allocate higher WASH budgets per capita than lower income countries in 
sub-Saharan Africa.
SDG Region Number of countries Aggregate WASH budget
(US$ millions)
WASH budget per capita
(US$)
WASH budget as % GDP
WORLD 57 85 089 $ 18.97 0.42
(excluding China and India) 55 27 741 $ 15.40 0.39
•  Sub-Saharan Africa 17 5 629 $ 9.50 0.52
 (excluding South Africa) 16 2 078 $ 3.88 0.27
•  Latin America and the Caribbean 15 18 007 $ 33.23 0.42
•  Eastern Asia and South-Eastern Asia 8 55 761 $ 34.25 0.47
 (excluding China) 7 1 967 $ 8.68 0.19
•  Central Asia and Southern Asia 8 5 274 $ 3.10 0.20
 (excluding India) 7 1 720 $ 4.11 0.33
•  Europe and Western Asia* 5 231 $ 9.76 0.19
•  Oceania§ 4 185 $ 100.67 3.36
Summary of WASH budgets, by SDG regionTable4
*The SDG regions of Northern America and Europe and Western Asia and Northern Africa are combined; since there is no representation from Northern America or Northern Africa, these are deleted from combined title.
§Budget data provided by Fiji and Tonga included capital and operational costs provided to the public water services authority, which is likely to have skewed Oceania numbers upwards compared to other regions.
Source: GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey.
Government budget allocations
Twenty-five countries reported government budget allocations at least partially between drinking-water and sanitation, with 
42% allotted to sanitation services. Only limited data were available for budget allocations concerning WASH in health care 
facilities and in schools (Table 5).
1 More information on SDG regional groupings: https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/indicators/regional-groups/ [Accessed 24 March 2017].
Disaggregated budget Number of countries Aggregate WASH budget  
(US$ millions)
Drinking-water 25 5 574
Sanitation 25 3 979
Hygiene promotion 12 89
WASH in health care facilities 5 27
WASH in schools 6 225
WASH government budget allocationsTable5
 Source: GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey.
Over 42% of government budgets 
were allocated for sanitation 
(Fig. 6).
Source: GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey.
Budget allocations for WASH 
disaggregated between drinking-water 
and sanitation (n= 25)
Figure
6
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Government budget trends
The data available on national budgets and expenditure, though limited, indicate that government allocation and spending for 
drinking-water and sanitation is increasing and thus suggest that WASH prioritization has improved. The average annual rate 
of budget increase for 17 countries that provided data to GLAAS in 2013 and 2016 is 4.9% after adjusting for inflation (i.e. using 
local price indexes), and use of constant currency exchange rates. A majority of countries report increased WASH budgets or 
expenditure, including:
• Bangladesh reported an increase in its government budget for WASH from US$ 308 million to US$ 548 million from their financial 
year 2013 to 2015. The Department of Public Health Engineering and four large Water Supply and Sewerage Authorities, Dhaka, 
Chittagong, Khulna, and Rajshahi, are responsible for water supply and sanitation facilities throughout the country. These five 
institutions alone reported a combined budget increase from 20.2 to 30.3 billion taka (US$ 259 to US$ 389 million) from 2013 
to 2015.
• In Peru, the Ministry of Housing, Construction, and Sanitation budget increased from 914.3 to 1 358 million soles (US$ 287 to 
US$ 427 million) from 2013 to 2015. While regional government budget allocations for WASH decreased from 489.2 to 363.3 
million soles (US$ 153 to US$ 114 million), local government budget allocations increased from 2 882 to 3 797 million soles 
(US$ 906 million to US$ 1.2 billion) from 2013 to 2015.
• In Lesotho, the Water and Sewerage Company budget allocation increased from 107.9 to 157.7 million loti (US$ 8.5 to US$ 
12.4 million) from 2013 to 2017. During this same period, the Department of Rural Water Supply increased from 107.1 to 217 
million loti (US$ 8.4 to US$ 17 million).
• In Bhutan, district budgets increased from 290 to 410 million ngultrum (US$ 4.5 to US$ 6.4 million), while the budget of the 
Ministry of Works and Human Settlement increased from 393 to 430 million ngultrum (US$ 6.1 to US$ 6.7 million) from 2013 to 
2016. The Ministry of Education and the Ministry of Health reported decreases in WASH budget allocation from 93 to 51 million 
ngultrum (US$ 1.4 to US$ 0.79 million). Overall government budget allocation increased from 812 to 905 million ngultrum 
(US$ 12.7 to US$ 14.1 million) from 2013 to 2016, however, this nominal increase in WASH budget was offset by inflation to 
show a decrease in WASH budget in real terms.
• In Pakistan, provincial budgets for WASH rose from 36 billion to 63 billion Pakistani rupees (US$ 350 to US$ 613 million) from 
fiscal year 2012 to 2016.
*Colombia and Dominican Republic provided 2013 and more recent budget data in GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey response.
Note: Only common and comparable (i.e., same ministries reported in both surveys) responses from GLAAS 2013/2014 and 2016/2017 cycles are included. Also, reported budget years varied among respondents, thus these values do not 
necessarily reflect 2013 and 2016 budget years. See Annex D for reported budget years.
Sources: GLAAS 2013/2014 and 2016/2017 country surveys.
Reported government WASH budgets, US$ millions,  
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4.9% per year (Fig. 7).
13
U
N
-W
AT
ER
 G
LO
B
AL
 A
N
AL
YS
IS
 A
N
D
 A
SS
ES
SM
EN
T 
O
F 
SA
N
IT
AT
IO
N
 A
N
D
 D
R
IN
K
IN
G
-W
AT
ER
 •
 G
LA
AS
 2
01
7 
R
EP
O
R
T
Seventeen countries that responded to both the GLAAS 2013/2014 and 2016/2017 country surveys provided comparable 
government WASH budget information between both reporting years. The assessment ensured the same ministries were 
included, and that the exclusion or inclusion of regional and local government budgets was consistent over both reporting years.
These 17 countries, representing a population of 830 million, reported WASH budgets of US$ 8 billion in 2013 for budget years 
ranging from 2012 to 2013. These same countries report WASH budgets of US$ 9.1 billion in 2016 for budget years ranging from 
2015 to 2017. Twelve out of the 17 countries reported government WASH budgets rising faster than the local price index.
However, despite increasing WASH budgets, a majority of countries still estimate that financing allotted to drinking-water, 
sanitation and hygiene improvements remains insufficient to meet nationally determined WASH needs. For example,
• Kenya notes that budget allocations for water supply infrastructure of 33 billion Kenyan shillings (US$ 340 million) per year 
are a quarter of the required investment needs of 120 billion Kenyan shillings (US$ 1.3 billion). In addition, major gaps were 
reported in sewerage funding, where out of more than 200 urban centers in Kenya, only about 30 have sewerage networks 
and treatment plants.
• South Africa estimates a capital and O&M shortfall of approximately US$ 6.3 billion per year, despite a US$ 3.6 billion annual 
budget.  
• In Madagascar, the Ministry of Financing and Budget and the Secretariat for the Coordination of External Aid estimate that 
only 38% of US$ 516 million in WASH investment needs for 2017–2019 are currently funded.
Furthermore, based on results from TrackFin in Ghana, national budgets do not necessarily equate with expenditure. For example, 
wide disparities were observed in Ghana between budget and expenditure, with the exception of salaries, for which a match 
between budget and expenditure was generally achieved.
Targeting setting in Lesotho with budget constraints
Setting and costing targets in Lesotho can be a challenge due to the budgeting process, which is often the limiting factor. National WASH targets are set based 
on achieving universal access as enshrined in Lesotho Vision 2020, but there are no costing mechanisms or frameworks in place to assess the impact or to take 
into account the SDGs. The budget is prepared based on a Budget Framework Paper (BFP) that has linkages to national objectives and priorities, as well as the 
SDGs. However, the BFP sets a non-negotiable ceiling to be observed when preparing the targets. The BFP process is often not followed when allocating the 
resources, which then calls for the targets to be adjusted to the available budget and leaves a funding gap with the original targets. This limitation of resources 
is a constraint to aligning national targets with global indicators.
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Sources of financing for WASH
National expenditures and sources of funds
Estimating national WASH expenditures requires information and coordination among the many different WASH sector institutions 
and levels of government, service providers, nongovernmental organizations and external development partners. The sources 
of financing for drinking-water and sanitation services can include:
• Households – includes household tariffs and fees paid to service providers and repayable finance raised by public utilities, 
as well as household investment in self-supply solutions (e.g. private or community wells, water tanks), and household level 
sanitation.
• Taxes (government) – funds originating from domestic taxes that are channelled to the sector by central, regional and local 
governments, and repayable finance borrowed by governments other than ODA.
• Transfers (external sources) – funds from international donors and charitable foundations. Transfers include grants and 
concessional loans, which include a grant element in the form of subsidized interest rate or a grace period.
In the GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey, respondents were requested to provide annual WASH expenditure data from the most 
recent available fiscal year for the sector by revenue source (i.e. households, government, external sources) and by service type 
(i.e. drinking-water, sanitation, urban and rural). Revenues derived from repayable financing sources were also requested, though 
these were not disaggregated between repayable financing for public utilities versus financing borrowed by governments.
While expenditure data were received from 52 countries (out of 75 country respondents), there is a wide variation in response 
completeness due to challenges in obtaining information from all WASH funding sources. For instance, while data on utility tariffs 
are readily available in many countries, the payments made by household for rural WASH services and out-of-pocket household 
expenditures are more difficult to obtain. In addition, aggregation of household expenditures for WASH at the national level 
is not commonly performed or compiled, nor is a centralized information system used. As such, household contributions are 
provided as estimates in many cases. For example, the Government of Nepal estimated household contributions by multiplying 
the number of households in both urban and rural areas by an estimated average annual household tariff payment of 1 200 
rupees (US$ 12) for urban areas and 300 rupees (US$ 3) for rural areas.
To improve tracking of financial flows, the GLAAS TrackFin initiative has developed a detailed methodology for tracking financing 
to WASH and developing WASH accounts at the national level. Currently, several countries are implementing the TrackFin 
methodology to gain a better understanding of financial flows to WASH (see Annex B). It was not expected that countries 
responding to the GLAAS country survey undertake such an intensive study as outlined in the TrackFin methodology, however, 
calculating estimated expenditures involved similar types of estimation methods as TrackFin and draws on some of the same 
suggested data sources.
Twenty-five countries were able to provide WASH expenditure data sourced from households, government, and external sources 
in the GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey. The 25 countries represent a population of 875 million with a total reported WASH 
expenditure of US$ 43 billion, and an average of US$ 50 WASH expenditure per capita (Fig. 8). It should be emphasized that these 
expenditures include both capital and O&M expenditures.
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More detailed results (Fig. 9) show that the sources of finance can vary widely by country: some countries report major 
contributions from households (e.g. Brazil, Costa Rica, Serbia, Uruguay), others report more reliance on external aid (e.g. Kenya, 
Lesotho, Tajikistan), and a few countries report that national finance supports the majority of WASH expenditures (e.g. Bhutan, Fiji, 
Pakistan, Peru). Repayable sources of finance were considered separately to highlight the relative level of borrowing compared 
to other revenue sources. Repayable sources of finance are significant in a number of countries including Nepal, Paraguay, South 
Africa, and Uruguay.
Overall external aid for these 25 countries amounted to only two per cent of total WASH expenditure, in part because a majority of 
the respondent countries that were able to provide data on household contributions are categorized as middle income countries 
and receive relatively small amounts of development aid for WASH. A broader group of respondent countries and dependence 
on external aid is discussed in Public Expenditure: Respective share of government and external contributions. 
Sources: GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey; TrackFin, 2017 where indicated with an asterisk (*).
Total WASH expenditure as a % of GDP
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Total WASH expenditure as a per cent of GDP and per capita (25 countries, population of  
875 million)
Figure
8
Fiji (2017) 1843.75%
Uruguay (2014) 1711.09%
South Africa (2016) 1522.61%
Brazil (2014) 1181.35%
Mongolia (2015) 1022.54%
Peru (2015) 761.23%
Costa Rica (2015) 590.58%
Ghana (2014)* 523.72%
Bosnia and Herzegovina (2014) 501.20%
Colombia (2016) 450.76%
Paraguay (2016) 360.92%
Serbia (2015) 360.92%
Azerbaijan (2015) 350.97%
Solomon Islands (2017) 341.70%
Lesotho (2015) 222.12%
Bhutan (2016) 160.64%
Lao PDR (2015) 130.73%
Kenya (2016) 120.86%
Mali (2014)* 101.27%
Zambia (2016) 100.73%
Vanuatu (2016) 80.26%
Nepal (2015) 60.83%
Bangladesh (2015) 50.41%
Pakistan (2016) 50.34%
Tajikistan (2015) 40.47%
Average annual WASH expenditure is reported at  
US$ 50 per capita, and 1.27% of GDP for 25 countries.
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Household contributions 
Past data have suggested that a large proportion of WASH 
financing comes from household contributions, predominantly 
tariffs, but also in the form of household investments in self-
supply solutions, such as wells, water tanks and household 
sanitation. In the GLAAS 2014 report, a breakdown WASH 
financing for 19 countries indicated that nearly 75% was 
derived from household sources. The GLAAS 2016/2017 
country survey further supports this finding by estimating that 
66% of WASH financing originates from household sources, 
based on the responses from 25 countries, representing 
US$ 43 billion in annual expenditure for WASH (Fig. 10).
Data from 25 countries indicate that two thirds of their 
WASH financing was derived from household contributions.
Sources of financing (25 countries,  
US$ 43 billion)
Figure
10
Sources: GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey; TrackFin Ghana and Mali studies, 2017.
  Households
  Government
  External sources
  Repayable finance
2%
66%
24%
8%
Serbia (2015)
Costa Rica (2015)
Uruguay (2014)
Brazil (2014)
Ghana (2014)*
Bosnia and Herzegovina (2014)
Colombia (2016)
Solomon Islands (2017)
Bangladesh (2015)
South Africa (2016)
Albania (2015)
Zambia (2016)
Mali (2014*)
Kenya (2016)
Lesotho (2015)
Pakistan (2016)
Mongolia (2015)
Tajikistan (2015)
Peru (2015)
Nepal (2015)
Fiji (2017)
Paraguay (2016)
Bhutan (2016)
Vanuatu (2016)
Source: GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey, TrackFin (2017) where indicated with an asterisk (*).
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While household contributions via tariffs and self-supply are 
the predominant source of financing for WASH, aggregation 
of household WASH expenditures at the national level is not 
commonly performed or compiled. The countries that could 
provide some information estimated national household 
expenditures for WASH through living standards measurement 
surveys, service provider user reports, and extrapolated 
data from tariff reviews and national statistics (e.g. average 
water consumption). For example, in Ghana, household 
data were compiled from a living standards survey where 
data on household water and sanitation expenditures (e.g. 
expenditures on toilets, public toilets, pipe-borne metered 
water, public standpipes, bottled water, etc.) were aggregated 
into different categories.
It is acknowledged that some of the respondent countries 
may have underreported household contributions, as 
comprehensive data are not always available. While some 
countries provided data on both tariffs and self-supply, a 
majority of countries providing household contribution data 
could only provide tariff data, which may be a small percentage 
of household contributions in less developed areas without formal service providers, where households may make significant 
investments. This is illustrated by the data available from seven countries (Table 6); however very few countries could provide 
estimates of household investments in self-supply.
Public expenditure: Respective share of government and external contributions
Forty-two of 75 participating countries provided estimates of financing for WASH originating from government taxes, external ODA 
and voluntary grants, and repayable finance. A separate breakdown among these sources is presented due to lack of complete 
data on household contributions (Fig. 11). These 42 countries represent a population of 1.3 billion and reported nearly US$ 24 
billion in WASH financing (excluding household contributions) in the most recent year for which data were available.
Excluding WASH expenditures sourced through household 
contributions, government-coordinated WASH expenditure 
averaged US$ 18 per capita and 0.42% of GDP for the 42 
countries. Notably, government financing via taxes comprised 
nearly 70% of the non-household financed WASH expenditures.
It is acknowledged that for some countries, government 
expenditure on WASH is under-reported due to difficulties in 
obtaining information. Underreporting can be due to missing 
data for one or more WASH subsectors, incomplete data from 
sub-national governments, or the lack of disaggregated WASH 
expenditure data at some national ministries.
While external aid comprises only 12% (US$ 2.8 billion) of 
non-household WASH revenue sources across this subset of 
42 countries, its impact is significant. External aid comprised 
a majority of non-household WASH financing in 18 out of the 
42 respondent countries. Figure 12 illustrates the breakdown 
of non-household financing sources in more detail.
Data from seven countries show household 
investments in self-supply are significant.
Country Year Tariffs Self-supply  
(non-tariff)
Bangladesh
2015 110 317
2013 45 133
Brazil 2014 19 172 340
Fiji 2017 16 2
Ghana* 2014 87 978
Mali* 2014 40 22
Pakistan
2016 116 98
2012 94 44
Peru 2015 178 227
Tariffs versus payments for self-supply  
(US$ millions)
Table
6
Sources: GLAAS 2013/2014 and 2016/2017 country surveys; TrackFin, 2017 where indicated with an asterisk (*).
Government financing (taxes) comprises 
nearly 70% of non-household WASH revenue 
sources for 42 countries.
Breakdown of non-household sources  
of WASH finance (42 countries,  
US$ 24 billion)
Figure
11
Sources: GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey; TrackFin Ghana and Mali studies, 2017.
  Government
  External sources
  Repayable finance
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Fiji (2017)
Peru (2015)
Serbia (2015)
Mexico (2015)
Colombia (2016)
Panama (2015)
Pakistan (2016)
Argentina (2015)
Bhutan (2016)
Rwanda (2015)
South Africa (2016)
Azerbaijan (2015)
Costa Rica (2015)
Honduras (2015)
Dominican Republic (2015)
Brazil (2014)
Nepal (2015)
Uzbekistan (2015)
Guinea (2015)
Bangladesh (2015)
Georgia (2014)
Albania (2015)
Cuba (no year indicated)
Mali (2014)*
Lesotho (2015)
Zambia (2016)
Zimbabwe (2016)
Mozambique (2015)
Madagascar (2015)
Paraguay (2016)
Kenya (2016)
Burundi (2013)
Ghana (2014)*
Viet Nam (2015)
Solomon Islands (2017)
Tajikistan (2015)
Vanuatu (2016)
Bosnia and Herzegovina (2014)
Cambodia (2016)
Uruguay (2014)
Kyrgyzstan (2016)
Sources: GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey; TrackFin, 2017 where indicated with an asterisk (*).
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Breakdown of non-household sources of WASH financing (taxes, international transfers and 
repayable finance)
Figure
12
  Government
  External sources
  Repayable finance
Many countries remain 
dependent on external 
financing sources.
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It is also noted that several countries show high reliance 
on repayable finance as compared to other sources of 
non-household financing. For instance, in Uruguay, the 
expenditure data are reported from the country’s two 
formal service providers (Obras Sanitarias del Estado and 
Intendencia Montevideo) that rely primarily on tariffs and 
loans as their sources of financing, and do not receive 
significant government or external transfers. When household 
contributions are excluded, the chart vividly highlights this 
difference in financing sources.
Of the 25 countries that reported WASH financing from 
households, government, and external sources, 10 countries 
(44%) indicated that more than 20% of WASH financing is 
received from external sources (Table 7).
External aid flows to water and sanitation
Globally, over US$ 11 billion in ODA grants and loans (US$ 7.4 billion), non-concessional loans/credits (US$ 3.4 billion), and other 
funds1 (over US$ 300 million) from high income countries (bilateral aid, multilateral development banks, NGOs, and private 
foundations) was disbursed (i.e. spent) on water and sanitation in 2015. While external aid flows comprise a low proportion of 
global expenditures on WASH, in some countries, the amount of aid received from external sources is significant and may even 
be the largest source of WASH financing.
Allocation of global aid commitments
ODA grant and loan commitments from donors reporting to 
the OECD-CRS totaled US$ 192 billion in 2015 (US$ 214 billion 
at constant 2014 US$), up from US$ 172 billion in 2012 – an 
increase of 24%. However, despite the large increase in overall 
aid, commitments for water and sanitation decreased from US$ 
10.4 to US$ 8.2 billion (constant 2014 US$), a 21% decrease 
from 2012 to 2015.
Several major multilateral institutions, including the World 
Bank, the European Commission, and the African Development 
Bank reported large decreases in ODA commitments for water 
and sanitation in 2015, though none reported a major policy or 
priority shift away from water and sanitation. In fact, as a result 
of a record amount of multi-year loan commitments made in 
2012 (US$ 6.4 billion globally), actual ODA disbursements have 
been steadily rising for water and sanitation from US$ 6.3 to 
US$ 7.4 billion from 2012 to 2015. 
The multi-year cycles of project aid commitments may contribute to the wide variations in ODA loan commitments from year 
to year; however, it is noted that the proportion of aid allocated to water and sanitation has steadily declined since 2012 with 
respect to other development priorities, such as health, refugees, and humanitarian assistance.
1 Source: GLAAS 2016/2017 external support agency survey.
Country (year) WASH expenditure 
from external 
sources
Disbursement (US$ 
millions)
Kenya (2016) 51% 279
Bangladesh (2015) 23% 184
Mali (2014) 33% 55
Bosnia and Herzegovina (2014) 32% 61
Zambia (2016) 39% 61
Albania (2015) 31% 34
Tajikistan (2015) 76% 28
Lesotho (2015) 46% 21
Solomon Islands (2017) 36% 7
Vanuatu (2016) 94% 2
Eleven countries receiving 20% or more 
WASH financing from external sources
Table
7
Source: GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey; TrackFin Mali study, 2017.
Aid commitment (US$ billions, constant 2014 US$)
2012 2015 Change
Total ODA 171.8 214.6 24%
Water and sanitation ODA 10.4 8.2 -21%
ODA grants and concessional loans, 2012 
and 2015 ODA commitments
Table
8
Source: OECD-CRS, 2016.
From 2012 to 2015, overall development aid 
commitments increased over US$ 40 billion, 
while aid commitments for water and 
sanitation have decreased by US$ 2.2 billion 
(Table 8).
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  Health, population, HIV/AIDS
  Water and sanitation
Comparison of water and sanitation development aid commitments to health, population  
and HIV/AIDS over time
Figure
13
Source: OECD-CRS, 2016.
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External aid commitments for water and sanitation have 
declined from 6.2% to 3.8% of total aid commitments 
between 2012 and 2015 (Fig. 13).
Comparison of water and sanitation development aid in 2015 relative to other sectorsFigure14
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Geographic distribution of aid
Eighty-five per cent of the global population without access to improved sanitation or drinking-water from an improved source 
lives in three SDG regions: Central Asia and Southern Asia, East and South-Eastern Asia, and Sub-Saharan Africa. However, aid 
commitments to these three regions were only 48% of global ODA for water and sanitation in 2015 (Fig. 15). These regions contain 
China and India, both middle income countries, which collectively house a high proportion of the unserved for sanitation, but 
received just over 3% of water and sanitation aid commitments in 2015. Conversely, three relatively high coverage countries 
– Jordan, Iraq, and Tunisia – received over US$ 800 million in aid commitments (11% of global aid for water and sanitation) for 
medium and large sewerage projects, desalination systems and research, and rural drinking-water systems. Also, Ukraine was the 
recipient of large US$ 900 million concessional ODA loan commitment to fund the modernization of a sewage treatment plant, 
more than one half of the entire ODA commitment for water and sanitation to sub-Saharan Africa in 2015.
  % of global water and sanitation ODA commitment, 2015
  % of global population NOT served by improved drinking-water source or improved sanitation
Regional targeting of aid versus regional drinking-water and sanitation coverage Figure15
Source: OECD-CRS, 2016.
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In 2015, sub-Saharan Africa received the largest share of aid commitments for water and sanitation (over US$ 1.7 billion) of any 
region. Countries in sub-Saharan Africa did not reach the MDGs for either drinking-water or sanitation, and as of 2015, 319 million 
people lacked access to improved drinking-water sources.1 However, aid commitments to the region have declined from 38% in 
2012 to 20% of overall water and sanitation ODA in 2015, or from US$ 3.8 billion to US$ 1.7 billion (Fig. 16).
Increased focus on fragile states
Several ESAs indicate that future efforts and resource allocations will deepen in fragile states providing additional opportunities for investment in the water 
sector. The World Bank’s International Development Association (IDA) 18 allocation2 to fragile, conflict and violence (FCV) affected countries will rise from US$ 
7.2 to US$ 14.4 billion. There will also be a US$ 1.5 billion financing facility to support service improvements in countries hosting large numbers of refugees. 
While this IDA funding is for all sectors, it is an opportunity to expand the depth of support for the water sector in FCV affected countries. World Vision has plans 
to increase its focus in fragile state contexts in such places as the Democratic Republic of the Congo, Somalia, South Sudan, as well as countries in the Middle 
East responding to the Syria crisis. The African Development Bank plans to increase partnerships in fragile states with other active organizations to synergize 
and leverage expertise to provide efficient and effective services. UNICEF is also involved in humanitarian contexts. As a result of UNICEF’s advocacy efforts to 
link development and humanitarian interventions, the capacity of 11 national governments to deliver protected, reliable access and sufficient WASH services to 
girls, boys and women in humanitarian situations increased during the past two years.
1 WHO/UNICEF Joint Monitoring Programme (2015) Progress on Drinking-Water and Sanitation—2015 Update and MDG Assessment. World Health Organization, Geneva. Available at: http://www.who.int/water_sanitation_
health/publications/jmp-2015-update/en/ [Accessed 31 March 2017].
2 Further information on International Development Association (IDA) 18 is available online at: http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/348661486654455091/Report-from-the-Executive-Directors-of-the-International-
Development-Association-to-the-Board-of-Governors-Additions-to-IDA-Resources-Eighteenth-Replenishment [Accessed on 8 March].
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19%
15%
<1%
13%
14%
Regional breakdown of water and sanitation aid commitments, 2015Figure16
Source: OECD CRS (2016).
An additional 7% of water and 
sanitation ODA is targeted to sector 
or multi-country programmes
  Central Asia and Southern Asia
  Eastern Asia and South-Eastern Asia
  Latin America and Caribbean
  North America and Europe
  Oceania
  Sub-Saharan Africa
  Western Asia and Northern Africa
  Not applicable
Aid commitments for water and sanitation to  
sub-Saharan Africa have declined from US$ 3.8 billion to 
US$ 1.7 billion from 2012 to 2015.
Specific targets for financial or technical assistance
A majority of ESAs have established quantitative targets for their WASH programmes to track and report results of their programmes, 
either to their governing body, to parliament or to the public. Most of these targets are defined in terms of populations receiving 
new or improved drinking-water and/or sanitation services, though other types of targets are used, including: budget targets, 
number of treatment plants, water points or latrines constructed or rehabilitated, number of people trained (e.g. hygiene extension 
workers), number of countries and local areas where agreed reforms are being implemented, and number of institutions that 
have gained strengthened knowledge and capacity to formulate and implement relevant policies, laws and strategies.
The timing of the GLAAS 2016/2017 ESA survey found many ESAs in the midst of developing new strategies and goals for WASH 
in order to better align with the evolving global water architecture, sustainability, climate resilience, and the SDGs. As such, some 
ESAs were not able to provide specific targets, but were in the process of developing or revisiting their targets for WASH support.
Table 9 summarizes targets from 15 ESAs that aim to reach (in aggregate) over 350 million people with new or improved access 
to drinking-water and sanitation by 2020. Some ESAs had separate targets for drinking-water and sanitation (e.g. the United 
States Agency for International Development (USAID), AFD), which have been combined in the table, while other ESAs specified 
a breakdown between providing new access versus a mix of populations receiving new services and populations receiving 
service quality improvements.
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Fifteen ESAs reported specific targets for delivering new 
or improved drinking-water and sanitation services to 
over 350 million people by 2020.
ESA Population with new 
services 
Population with 
improved service levels
Funding or other targets  
(if any)
Time frame
African Development Bank 85 million 2016–2025
Asian Development Bank 50 million An increase of at least 25% of total water lending on sanitation, wastewater management and river clean-up projects 2011–2020 
BRAC Activity (construction and rehabilitation) targets for 73 sub-districts and 35 towns Until 2020
AFD (France) 2.5 million per year 5.5 million per year 2014–2018 
BMZ (Germany) 10 million per year Until 2030
Inter-American Development Bank 2.25 million households 2016–2019
JICA (Japan) 10 million per year Human resources development for water supply (1 750 people) 2013–2017
DGIS (Netherlands) 80 million By 2030
Sida (Sweden) 60 million By 2030
UNDP Human resources and institutional capacity development  (600 people and 250 institutions) 2016–2017
DFID (United Kingdom) 60 million By 2020
USAID (United States) 16 million 2013–2018
Water.org 20 million 2017–2020
Water Supply and Sanitation Collaborative Council 16 million people accessing improved sanitation facilities and handwashing facilities 2017–2020
World Vision 1.3 million households Other targets for water points (new and rehabilitated), sanitation in schools and health care facilities and hygiene promotion 2016–2020
Summarized ESA targets for new or improved access to drinking-water and sanitation by 2020Table9
Source: GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey.
Between 2017–2021, WaterAid is focusing its programming support on strengthening the sustainability of WASH services. Its research, policy and programming 
work aim to strengthen the systems and capabilities to produce the step change in the WASH sector’s performance.
External support agency strategies
Most ESAs reporting to GLAAS had established a separate, 
multi-year WASH sector development strategy (Fig. 17). 
Almost all of these strategies (79%) were centered around the 
objective of expanding and improving sustainable access to 
safe drinking-water and sanitation services.
Common objectives mentioned in ESA sector strategies 
included: WASH financing and mobilizing private sector 
investment (33% of ESAs); sector strengthening (including 
governance, policy and leadership) (33%); and water 
resources management (including integrated water resources 
management, sustainable management of water resources 
and transboundary water resources management), which is 
the focus of SDG Target 6.5 (29%).
Source: GLAAS 2016/2017 ESA survey.
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With the adoption of the SDGs in 2015, all of the ESAs reporting 
to GLAAS had begun the process of aligning their WASH 
strategies with the new global development agenda. Of 
the 25 ESAs surveyed, nine had already revised their internal 
policies to be fit-for-purpose for supporting governments to 
meet the SDGs, and the remaining 16 were currently in the 
process of doing so. This indicates good harmonization and 
coordination amongst respondent ESAs in relation to the 
global development agenda for WASH.
Almost all of the ESAs responding to the survey were expecting 
internal monitoring and reporting tools to be updated to 
reflect the new development strategy (i.e. a revision of internal 
strategy would be accompanied by an update of internal 
monitoring and reporting indicators). Seven ESAs had updated 
their monitoring and reporting systems and another 11 were 
in the process of doing so (Fig. 18).
External support agency priorities
There was a degree of diversity across ESAs when it came to priority areas within WASH, as shown in Fig. 19. Different organizations 
tended to have their own areas of priority; for example, the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation focuses on technological innovations 
to promote sanitation services, while the African Development Bank prioritizes the issues of water security and transboundary 
water management. Organizations such as development banks and Water.org focus heavily on WASH financing and leveraging 
private sector investments, while other ESAs such as BRAC and AFD provide support to countries for WASH service delivery.
Five areas within the WASH sector emerged as high priorities for the majority of ESAs (Fig. 19):1 
• Supporting sustainability of WASH services: 20 out of 24 ESAs reporting to GLAAS rated this area as a ‘Very high’ priority, and 
another three ESAs rated this as a ‘High’ priority;
• Enhancing access and improving service levels: 20 out of 24 ESAs rated this as a ‘Very high’ priority.
• Strengthening policy/institutions for sustainable WASH service delivery: 15 out of 24 ESAs rated this as a ‘Very high’ priority, 
and another eight rated this as a ‘High’ priority;
• Reducing inequalities in access and services to the poorest and most vulnerable: 16 out of 24 ESAs rated this as a ‘Very high’ 
priority, and another six rated this as a ‘High’ priority;
• Promoting alignment with national recipient government priorities: 12 out of 24 ESAs rated this as a ‘Very high’ priority, and 
another nine rated this as a ‘High’ priority; and
• Rural sanitation: 14 out of 21 ESAs rated this as a ‘Very high’ priority.
1 This analysis does not include data from Portugal.
Source: GLAAS 2016/2017 ESA survey.
Percentage of ESAs that have revised 
internal monitoring and reporting 
systems to align with the SDGs (n=22)
Figure
18
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ESAs generally engaged in development activities in their highest priority water/WASH areas. For example, AFD has been promoting 
sector strengthening efforts by supporting water sector reform in Jordan through €150 million of sectoral budget support. Similarly, 
Germany, through Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ), has been supporting international integrated 
water resources management efforts through development cooperation in Egypt, Jordan, Morocco, and Tunisia.
A snapshot of main global WASH priority areas for ESAs (n=24)Figure19
Source: GLAAS 2016/2017 ESA survey.
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What are the main areas of global priority for your strategy and activities in the WASH sector?
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Repayable Financing
External support for drinking-water and sanitation includes the use of repayable finance, primarily concessional loans classified 
as ODA1 and non-concessional loans from bilateral donors and multilateral development banks. Repayable finance allows 
governments and utility borrowers to distribute payments for capital infrastructure investment over time and finance repayment 
through future taxes, fees and tariff revenue.
ESAs reporting to OECD-DAC indicate that both ODA loan disbursements and non-concessional loan disbursements to water 
and sanitation have increased, rising from US$ 5.2 billion to US$ 7.4 billion from 2012 to 2015 (Fig. 20).
Source: OECD CRS (2016).
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Trends in ODA grants, ODA loans and non-concessional lending (disbursements) Figure20
  Grants
  Loans (ODA)
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Asian Development Bank Water Financing Programme to increase lending target
In line with the merger of ADB’s Asian Development Fund with its ordinary capital resources balance sheet, which boosts ADB’s financial capacity to support the 
investment needs of its developing member countries, the ADB Water Financing Programme annual lending target is being increased from US$ 2 billion to US$ 
3 billion starting in 2017. The Asian Development Fund provides concessional loans (longer loan maturities and lower interest rates) and grants to low income 
countries while ordinary capital resource loans are provided to middle income countries at market-based rates.
In addition to loan assistance from development partners, other forms of repayable finance can be used, including commercial 
bank loans, bonds, equity, and microfinance. Commercial bank loans are funds offered for capital investments by banks with 
a repayment schedule with interest. In the developed world, long-term infrastructure lending is common, but much rarer in 
developing countries where it can be short-term and expensive. Bonds are a mechanism whereby capital funds can be raised 
from a lender who is promised full repayment with periodic interest payments. Bonds can be sold at any time, giving rise to a 
bond market. Equity is the raising of financing in a private company by issuing shares, which can be sold on a stock market, and 
where the holder expects to receive a share of the profits. Microfinance is the offering of relatively small loans for shorter periods 
to communities and households. Microfinance programmes have been established in several developing countries for groups 
unable to obtain credit through other sources.
1 For a loan to qualify as ODA, it must, among other things, be concessional in character and must convey a grant element of at least 25%. The grant element test is a mathematical calculation based on the terms of repayment 
of a loan (e.g. grace period, maturity, and interest) and a discount rate of 10%.
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Multilateral development bank
Average 2013–2015
commitments
(US$ millions, constant  
2014 US$)
International Bank for Reconstruction and Development 2 305
Asian Development Bank 1 160
Inter-American Development Bank 775
Islamic Development Bank 504
African Development Bank 197
International Finance Corporation 176
European Bank for Reconstruction and Development 99
OPEC Fund for International Development 37
Multilateral banks providing an annual 
average of more than US$ 25 million in 
non-concessional lending commitments 
for WASH, 2013-2015 annual average
Table
10
Source: OECD-CRS, 2016.
<1%
48%
19%
10%
0%
22%
1%
Regional distribution of non-concessional lending, 2015 disbursementsFigure21
Source: OECD CRS (2016).
  Central Asia and Southern Asia
  Eastern Asia and South-Eastern Asia
  Latin America and Caribbean
  North America and Europe
  Oceania
  Sub-Saharan Africa
  Western Asia and Northern Africa
  Not applicable
Water.org reaches 4.5 million people through WaterCredit 
WaterCredit leverages local financial institutions by building their capacity and confidence to deliver contextually-relevant loans for toilet construction or water 
supply connection. Up-front access to credit is a challenge encountered by many low income households. Since 2003, Water.org partners have disbursed one 
million WaterCredit loans. Ninety-three per cent of those borrowers are women and 74% of those borrowers live in rural areas. Sixty-two per cent of borrowers 
earn US$ 2 or less per day. Moreover, the WaterCredit approach mobilizes consumer resources: an investment of US $15.7 million in philanthropic subsidies 
leveraged by partners has resulted in US$ 220 million in commercial and social capital disbursed in the form of water and sanitation services loans – a return 
of roughly 14 times the investment.
Non-concessional development loans are issued primarily by 
several multilateral development banks, France, Germany, and 
the European Commission (Table 10) and comprised 32% of 
total development assistance to water and sanitation in 2015. 
In comparison, loans classified as ODA comprised 36% of total 
development assistance to water and sanitation.
The highest proportion of non-concessional loans are made to 
the following SDG regions: Latin America and the Caribbean 
(48%), Eastern Asia and South-Eastern Asia (22%), and Western 
Asia and Northern Africa (19%). Less than one per cent of non-
concessional lending is targeted to sub-Saharan Africa.
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China
India
Colombia
Morocco
Jordan
Viet Nam
Brazil
Turkey
Bangladesh
Mexico
Ethiopia
Azerbaijan
Iraq
Tunisia
Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of)
Nigeria
Egypt
Argentina
Sri Lanka
Ghana
Kenya
Indonesia
United Republic of Tanzania
Lebanon
Uganda
West Bank and Gaza Strip
Uzbekistan
Top recipients of development assistance for water and sanitation (greater than US$ 100 million in 
disbursements in 2015), grants versus loans
Figure
22
  Loans (non-ODA)
  Loans (ODA)
  Grants (ODA and private)
Repayable finance 
comprises 78% of 
development assistance 
(loans classified as ODA 
and non-concessional 
loans) for water and 
sanitation.
Source: OECD-CRS, 2016.
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Development assistance for water and sanitation, 2015 disbursements (US$ millions, constant 2014 US$)  
Involving the private sector in water programmes: The Netherlands Sustainable Water Fund 
Through the Sustainable Water Fund, companies based in the Netherlands and partner countries are involved in 22 water projects in 17 countries. These public-
private partnerships have generated more than €60 million of additional investment in WASH in developing countries. One example of a successful public-private 
partnership is the pro-poor water supply project in Cebu, the Philippines. Together with local partners and the International Red Cross, Vitens Evides International 
is working to improve access to clean drinking-water by constructing a water network in the slums of Cebu. An innovative microfinance system, in which users 
make small daily payments for water consumption, will help fund the connection fee and ensure the provision of safe and affordable water to the city’s poorest. 
The project will connect a total of 80 000 people to the drinking-water network.
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Allocation of expenditures
The breakdown of expenditures among different types of services and types of investment can identify issues with financial 
targeting and whether there is a need to adjust allocations of resources to better align with identified needs.
Sanitation versus drinking-water
GLAAS has monitored the breakdown of expenditures between drinking-water and sanitation at the global level since 2010. 
Results have shown that despite lagging levels of sanitation coverage, non-household expenditures (government and external 
support) for sanitation have typically been one half the level of expenditures for drinking-water services. The most recent GLAAS 
2016/2017 country survey data suggest that non-household expenditures for sanitation remain below allocations for drinking-
water at 43% of non-household WASH expenditures, but higher than the estimated expenditures of 27% from the GLAAS 
2011/2012 cycle. Additionally, disaggregated data from 37 ESAs indicate that sanitation receives only 35% of allocable sanitation 
and drinking-water development aid (Fig. 23).
Note: Data from India have been excluded from the chart on the left, but if included, the expenditure breakdown would be 47% to sanitation and 53% to drinking-water. 
Sources: GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey; OECD-CRS, 2016; GLAAS 2016/2017 ESA survey.
Expenditures for sanitation versus drinking-waterFigure23
Non-household WASH expenditure (n= 24)
  Water
  Sanitation
  Hygiene
US$ 13 billion
43%
56%
1%   Water
  Sanitation
US$ 2.2 billion
35%
65%
External AID – 2015 ODA disbursements (n= 37)
While water received more ODA than sanitation, it should be noted that many ESAs consider sanitation a very high priority (see 
Fig. 19) and mobilize significant technical assistance and programmatic support, if not financial support for capital investment, 
for sanitation. Some examples include:
• One of the United Kingdom’s Department for International Development’s (DFID) main WASH priorities is ensuring sustained 
behaviour change in sanitation and hygiene, and developing effective solutions for the delivery of sanitation services to the 
poor.
• The Asian Development Bank has been actively working on expanding demand for sanitation through convening the Asian 
Sanitation Dialogue to motivate governments to expand budgets for sanitation, as well as increasing its own investment in 
fecal sludge management over the past three years.
• USAID supports the Sanitation Service Delivery project, which works to create a self-sustaining, private sector fueled sanitation 
market in urban and peri-urban areas of Benin, Côte d’Ivoire, and Ghana to increase the use of improved sanitation and increase 
the use of safely managed fecal waste services at scale.
WASH expenditures 
are higher for 
drinking-water than 
for sanitation (Fig. 23).
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Focus on sanitation – The Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation 
The Bill & Melinda Gates Water and Sanitation programme priorities include developing non-sewered sanitation approaches, identifying new delivery models, 
and advocating for public policies that support improved sanitation in densely populated areas. Ultimately, better sanitation will be key to ensuring healthy, 
sustainable cities in the developing world, and the approaches that prove successful can be adapted and extended to rural communities. Because the innovations 
the Foundation supports can be most immediately valuable in densely populated areas, the main focus is on urban sanitation. Most sanitation projects are in 
South Asia and sub-Saharan Africa, where the burden of inadequate sanitation is greatest. For example, in Senegal, the Foundation continues to support urban 
sanitation market mechanisms to drive down the cost of pit emptying for consumers. A partnership with the National Sanitation Office of Senegal (ONAS), 
which is the national utility company, has supported the roll out of an innovative call center that matches demand for pit emptying to local supply and has 
proved this model can be effective. Also, in 2016, the Foundation brought together many investments which engage decision-makers at city level. The city efforts 
have established key sites for learning and the introduction of fecal sludge management regulation, public-private partnerships, corporate social responsibility, 
household sanitation financing and systematic desludging.
Urban versus rural
GLAAS has monitored urban versus rural expenditures at the global level since 2012. Current data from 13 countries, totaling 
US$ 3.7 billion in non-household WASH expenditures, indicate that urban expenditures account for more than three times rural 
expenditures, despite lower access to sanitation and drinking-water in rural areas. Only eight ESAs could disaggregate aid flows 
between urban versus rural communities and also report that WASH development aid for urban areas is three times the aid for 
rural areas. This statistic is relatively unchanged from the GLAAS 2013/2014 cycle, and is likely the result of government allocations 
and aid targeted for higher budget, large urban infrastructure projects versus the lower project costs of rural infrastructure.
Expenditures for urban versus rural WASHFigure24
  Urban
  Rural
US$ 3.7 billion
24%
76%
  Urban
  Rural
  Urban and rural
US$ 1.6 billion
24%
73%
3%
Non-household WASH expenditure (n= 13) External AID – 2015 disbursements (n= 8)
Sources: GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey; OECD-CRS, 2016; GLAAS 2016/2017 ESA survey.
Hygiene promotion 
Only six1 of the 52 countries that reported WASH expenditures provided disaggregated government expenditures for hygiene. 
These six countries represent 204 million people and collectively spent US$ 63 million (US$ 0.31 per capita) on hygiene promotion. 
While no ESA was able to disaggregate funds for hygiene promotion, nearly one half of the 24 ESAs surveyed2 indicated that 
hygiene promotion and behaviour change are very high priorities (Fig. 19). For example, WaterAid’s current strategy from 2015-
2020 places an emphasis on hygiene behaviour change as one of four key strategic areas. 
1 Bangladesh, Bhutan, Guinea, Kyrgyzstan, Senegal, and Serbia.
2 This analysis does not include data from Portugal.
Limited data for 
expenditure on urban 
versus rural areas 
suggest that urban 
areas receive three 
times more funding 
than rural areas  
(Fig. 24).
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Capital expenditure and recurrent operation and maintenance costs
With limited financial resources available to the sector, governments, municipalities, and local communities must strike a balance 
between new investment to provide service to the unserved and recurrent expenditure to sustain existing investments. As the 
coverage and quality of services provided increases, so do the costs for staffing, electricity, parts, and supplies to operate and 
ensure the long-term viability of the existing systems and assets. Household user fees and tariffs are applied to cover some or all 
of the operating and capital costs for service provision; however, household tariffs do not fully recover the costs of service in a 
majority of respondent countries, and in many cases, the operational financing gap is covered through government subsidies. 
Subsidies and other mechanisms for cost recovery are discussed in more detail in the section Cost recovery.
A recent study estimated the annual O&M for basic WASH services will rise from US$ 4.2 billion per year to US$ 31.1 billion per 
year between 2015 and 2030 and will outweigh capital costs for basic WASH services by 1.4 times by 2029.1 Limited data from 
the GLAAS 2011/2012 cycle indicated 31% of total expenditure from all financing sources was spent on O&M.2 While capital 
versus O&M expenditure disaggregation was not requested in this cycle of the GLAAS country survey, qualitative information 
was received by several countries (Table 11).
Country Capital vs. O&M financing
South Africa 55% of budgets are targeted for capital and 45% for O&M subsidies 
United Republic of Tanzania 5% of total sanitation and drinking-water expenditures were spent on O&M
Nepal WASH policy indicates that local bodies allocate 20% of the budget for sanitation and 20% for functionality of WASH services, however, information about the actual amount allocated and spent was not available.3 
Albania The Government has budgeted US$ 3 million for subsidies and US$ 57 million (US$ 23 million from the Government, and US$ 34 million from external sources) for capital investment in fiscal year 2016.
Capital versus O&M in government budgeting and policyTable11
Source: GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey.
Basic versus large systems
Development aid (i.e. ODA) reported to the OECD can be disaggregated among several different purpose codes, including aid 
for basic and large drinking-water and sanitation systems. While large systems include large urban distribution networks and/
or treatment facilities, basic drinking-water systems include rural water supply schemes using handpumps, spring catchments, 
gravity-fed systems, rainwater collection, storage tanks, and small distribution systems typically with shared connections/points 
of use, urban schemes using handpumps, and local neighbourhood networks, include those with shared connections. Basic 
sanitation systems are defined as latrines, on-site disposal and alternative sanitation systems, including the promotion of household 
and community investments in the construction of these facilities.
Aid to basic water and sanitation systems can serve as a proxy indicator for aid that reaches previously unserved populations 
and the poor, due to their relatively low cost and accessibility by individuals and communities in unserved and non-networked 
areas. Development aid to basic systems comprised US$ 1.9 billion out of US$ 7.4 billion (25%) in water and sanitation ODA 
disbursements for 2015. Aid disbursements for basic systems rose from US$ 1.4 billion in 2010 to US$ 1.9 billion in 2015 (Fig. 25), 
but have risen more slowly than overall disbursements for water and sanitation.
1 Hutton G and Varughese MC (2016) The Costs of Meeting the 2030 Sustainable Development Goal Targets on Drinking Water, Sanitation, and Hygiene. Water and Sanitation Program Technical Paper, World Bank, Washington, 
DC. Available at: http://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/water/publication/the-costs-of-meeting-the-2030-sustainable-development-goal-targets-on-drinking-water-sanitation-and-hygiene [Accessed 24 March 2017].
2 Out of 11 countries with US$ 12.6 billion in expenditure.
3 Government of Nepal (2014) Water Supply, Sanitation, and Hygiene, Second Joint Sector Review, Sector Status Report 2014, Government of Nepal, Ministry of Urban Development, Sector Efficiency Improvement Unit (SEIU), 
page 22.
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Source: OECD (2016).
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Breakdown of water and sanitation aid commitments by purpose type (2003–2015)Figure25
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Aid disbursements for 
basic WASH services 
have ranged from 22% 
to 27% of total WASH 
aid since 2010, and were 
25% of total WASH aid in 
2015 (Fig. 25).
Sector strengthening 
Only four of 24 ESAs1 were able to provide estimates of aid allocations targeted to sector strengthening, totaling US$ 135 million 
in 2015. Both BRAC and the Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation (SDC) estimated that 10% of their development 
aid is composed of activities to improve sector governance, capacity and monitoring. UNDP’s focus is on working with the 
governance aspects of the sector, thus 85% of its development aid in 2015 was for activities related to policy-making, strategy 
development, coordination mechanisms, decentralization, capacity development, and tariff setting. France (AFD) reported that 
nearly one third of its development aid in 2015 was targeted to sector strengthening.
While no other ESAs provided quantitative aid allocations on sector strengthening, several ESAs noted in the GLAAS 2016/2017 
ESA survey that sector strengthening activities would become an increasing focus in the future. This focus on sector strengthening 
is aligned with the four SWA Collaborative Behaviours. For instance:
• UNICEF notes that its WASH programming is moving more to supporting the enabling environment, with a gradual shift away 
from supporting direct service delivery (except in humanitarian contexts). It is expecting to provide support to 15 countries 
in 2017 to implement the WASH BAT.
• WaterAid plans to expand its advocacy and programming work on and sector strengthening.
• JICA will address institutional and organizational capacity development for the water sector and water utilities. JICA will 
continue to support the expansion of access to safely managed drinking-water in rural areas by strengthening community 
participation and administrative support systems, and highlighting the importance of sanitation and hygiene behaviour.
1 The four ESAs are: BRAC, France (AFD), Switzerland (SDC & SECO), and UNDP. This analysis does not include data from Portugal.
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Financing universal access 
Universality, the provision of WASH services to all, including vulnerable populations, in a sustainable fashion is a central tenet of 
the SDGs. Providing universal access under the SDGs may require not only additional financing, but an improvement in the use 
of existing financial resources to extend and sustain services.
Improving the use of existing financial resources 
Cost recovery 
One half of respondent countries indicated that user tariffs are insufficient1 to recover O&M costs. Despite policies and regulation 
to fully cover O&M costs in some countries, many service providers and communities continue to struggle to balance the recovery 
of costs and affordable tariffs for services.
“All water supply state enterprises are responsible for setting tariffs to 
generate sufficient revenue to meet cost recovery for all water supply and 
wastewater services, but this tariff should be within the constraints of 
affordability and willingness to pay of customers.” 
Lao People’s Democratic Republic Ministerial Decision No. 37/PM
While GLAAS results indicate low cost recovery overall, especially in rural areas, it is also clear that cost recovery rates can differ 
greatly within countries from municipality to municipality.
“Larger municipalities are able to better recover costs than smaller 
municipalities with less capacity. The National Treasury, with Department 
of Water and Sanitation input, specifies the O&M budget requirements, but 
neither agency is responsible for setting or enforcing adequate (i.e. cost 
reflective) tariff structures; these are set by the municipalities.”
South Africa GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey
1 Defined here as less than 80% recovery of O&M costs.
2 Defined as over 80% recovery of O&M costs.
Source: GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey.
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countries indicate that tariff 
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of operation and basic 
maintenance costs.
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Use of national or local government revenue to subsidize insufficient cost recovery was the most often cited approach by GLAAS 
2016/2017 country survey respondents.1 For instance, in Nepal, Water Users and Sanitation Committees are the operators of rural 
water supply schemes and collect tariffs to recover O&M costs. If the cost recovery is insufficient, they can supplement through 
an O&M fund or request funding assistance from the local village or municipal government. The committees of small town water 
supply schemes recover both O&M and capital costs. 
Many countries also cite the lack of any mechanisms for effective cost recovery or to address operations-related financial gaps, 
leading to deferred maintenance, deterioration of assets, and increased failure rates.2 In Serbia, a survey conducted by the Standing 
Conference of Towns and Municipalities – Association of Local Authorities among public utilities (and intended for the GLAAS 
process) showed that only 20% of public utilities cover their operational gap through cross subsidies from other activities and/or 
from their budgets. The remaining operational gaps were not covered. Other reported means to cover operational costs include:
• Transfers from capital funds (Honduras); and
• Cross financing among other services, e.g. water/sewer/electricity (Maldives and Zimbabwe).
While O&M cost recovery rates for rural sanitation are lower than for urban sanitation and drinking-water, global trends indicate an 
improvement in cost recovery from 2013 to 2016. Figure 27 below illustrates this case for rural sanitation, where a greater number 
of countries reported improvements in cost recovery as opposed to those that reported declines in cost recovery (15 countries 
versus 7 countries, respectively) from 2013 to 2016. The same analysis done for urban sanitation shows an equivalent number of 
countries reporting cost recovery improvements as the number reporting declines. However, the same analysis done for urban 
and rural drinking-water supply suggests declining trends for both urban and rural areas.
1 Albania, Azerbaijan, Bangladesh, Belarus, Bhutan, Brazil, Dominican Republic, Fiji, Madagascar, Mali, Mexico, Mongolia, Nepal, Nigeria, Senegal, United Republic of Tanzania, Uzbekistan, Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of).
2 Bosnia and Herzegovina, Cambodia, Ecuador, Jamaica, Lesotho, Liberia, Mali, Mongolia, Panama, Serbia, Tajikistan, Vanuatu.
O&M cost recovery trends, rural sanitation, 2013-2016 (n=39)Figure27
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Fifteen countries reported 
improvements in cost recovery 
versus seven countries that 
reported declines in cost 
recovery for rural sanitation.
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Institutional efforts to improve cost recovery can include the review and adjustment of tariff structures, improving bill collection, 
reducing non-revenue water, and/or improving operational efficiency.
• Conducting tariff reviews – The review and adjustment of tariffs occurs either at the national level (i.e. regulatory authority) 
or by each municipality/service provider. The GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey indicates that 68% of respondent countries 
have a regulatory authority that is responsible for setting urban tariffs for either/both drinking-water and sanitation. GLAAS 
2011/2012 survey results indicate that over one half of urban utilities indicated that tariffs are not regularly reviewed or are 
not adjusted after review.
“In Colombia, the tariff frameworks issued by the Commission for the 
Regulation of Drinking-Water and Basic Sanitation recognize the recovery 
of 100% of the reference costs and have had three stages (information 
gathering, comparative efficiency and meeting targets). In Colombia, there 
are two categories of tariff frameworks (for large providers serving more 
than 5 000 subscribers, and for small providers) that have been 
successfully implemented in the large municipalities where 75% of the 
country’s urban population is concentrated. In rural areas and smaller 
municipalities, the implementation is low.”
Colombia GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey
• Reducing non-revenue water – Reducing non-revenue water can help to increase utility efficiency and allow more funds 
to be made available for maintenance and further investment, as well reduce the strain on scarce water resources. Nineteen 
countries provided information on an optional question in the GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey that queried the level of non-
revenue water either as a national average, or as an average of the three largest water suppliers. Among these 19 countries, 
average non-revenue water was 43%.
Reported average non-revenue water (average for the most recent year; average for the three 
largest water suppliers indicated with an asterisk (*))  
Figure
28
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Source: GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey.
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Japan development cooperation underscores the importance of reducing non-revenue water
The Japanese International Cooperation Agency underscores the importance of non-revenue water reduction, implementing technical cooperation projects in 
many countries, such as Bangladesh, Egypt, India, Jordan, Kenya, Malaysia, Myanmar, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Paraguay, Peru, Rwanda, Samoa, the Solomon Islands, 
and Viet Nam. In these projects, dedicated sections or teams for non-revenue water management and countermeasures were established, and training was 
provided to foster skilled staff and create Standard Operating Procedures, guidelines, action plans and roll out plans. In the Solomon Islands, the non-revenue 
water ratio was reduced from 56% to 18% in more than 15 pilot areas. In Peru, the non-revenue water ratio was reduced from 38% to 25%, and from 26% to 
18% in two pilot areas respectively.
• Operational efficiency – Improving the efficiency of service providers can lower costs and reduce the finance gap. Efficiencies 
can be gained through programmes such as: structured asset management, which highlights preventive maintenance and 
leads to lower operating costs; resource recovery programmes that reclaim heat or power, or produce a new revenue stream 
(e.g. reclaimed solids); or staff training to build capacity and improve systems and procedures. Many governments and utilities 
have adopted performance indicators to help monitor operational indicators and improve the efficiency of service delivery.
Maintaining affordability
Affordability is a key element of the humans rights to water and 
sanitation; however, poor populations, vulnerable populations 
and people living remote communities or informal settlements 
often do not have the financial means to obtain or connect 
to existing water and sanitation services, let alone pay for the 
cost to sustain these services. Countries responding to the 
GLAAS 2016/2017 survey were requested to indicate whether 
affordability schemes exist for water and sanitation and provide 
examples of these schemes where they exist. 
Types of affordability schemes
The three most commonly cited affordability schemes reported by countries are:
• Government subsidies for infrastructure and O&M to support affordable tariffs;1
• Reduced tariffs for specific population groups; and
• Block tariff structures, with a highly subsidized first block (e.g. 0 to 7 cubic meters) to cover basic needs.
Other examples of the affordability schemes cited by countries include:
• Reduced, subsidized, or waived connection fees (Cote d’Ivoire, Kyrgyzstan, Mali, Senegal, Uruguay);
• Free water to the poorest (Fiji, South Africa, United Republic of Tanzania);
• Subsidies for microfinance institutions (Cambodia, Madagascar, Senegal);
• Revolving loan funds (Philippines);
• Bill discounts (Honduras);
• Payment plans (Zimbabwe); and
• Institutional tariffs subsidies (Madagascar).
1 Fees charged to household, commercial, industrial, and institutional users for service provision and usage, either as a flat rate, a per volume charge, or as a combination of these.
Source: GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey.
Pe
r c
en
t o
f c
ou
nt
rie
s (
%
)
80% —
60% —
40% —
30% —
10% —
0 —
20% —
Existence of financial schemes to make 
access to WASH more affordable to 
vulnerable groups (n= 67) 
Figure
29
70% —
50% —
  Schemes exist, but not widely used
  Affordability schemes exist and widely used
Drinking-water
35%
35%
Sanitation
30%
33%
Over 60% of countries indicate that 
affordability schemes exist for drinking-
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Prevalence of affordability schemes (n= 43)  Figure30
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The use of government subsidies is cited by several respondent countries as a means to assist municipal governments, local 
communities, and service providers that are not able to fully recover the costs of investment and O&M through user tariffs. 
For example, Mexico indicates that municipal governments do not necessarily recover the costs of investment and O&M from 
tariffs and depend on subsidies to recover costs. Government subsidies can also be used to provide infrastructure and/or direct 
subsidies to users. In Lesotho, urban and rural water supply and sanitation are highly subsidized by the government through 
public standpipes using prepaid meters.
Reduced tariffs (also known as: social tariffs, solidarity tariffs, lifeline rates and preferential tariffs) are provided for vulnerable or 
disadvantaged populations, such as the elderly, people living with disabilities, war veterans, or people with low household income 
levels, or low tax value of property owned, and based on a socioeconomic condition. Both centralized and local tariff reduction 
schemes exist, and both local service providers (municipalities) and regional providers adopt policies of tariff subsidies (e.g. 
Brazil, Serbia) and can do so at their own discretion. However, central policy may also mandate tariff reduction or bill discounts. 
For example, in Honduras, all service providers are mandated to provide a 25% discount to the elderly in their bills for drinking-
water and sewer. In Lithuania, the Law for Social Aid for Low Income People and Solitary People ensures compensation for 
eligible population groups if family expenses for drinking-water and sanitation exceed 2% of family income. Local municipalities 
and service providers may cover the cost of these reduced tariffs from the local budget, cross-subsidies among users, or direct 
subsidies from the national government.
Block tariff structures (also known as stepped tariffs, ascending tariffs, tiered tariffs) are based on water use levels, i.e. different 
charges for different levels of water use, with a highly subsidized first block (e.g. 0 to 7 cubic meters) designed to cover basic 
needs. Higher water use customers pay more for water use that exceeds basic needs, though preferential tariffs for one or more 
blocks may still apply in the case of low income users. While block tariffs are an affordability scheme, it should be noted that block 
tariffs require a metered connection, which is often out of reach for poor populations or people living in informal settlements 
or remote areas.
The high cost of connecting to services in Liberia 
The cost of connecting to a drinking-water supply or centralized sewerage system can be prohibitively expensive for low income households. For example, 
the Liberian government and development partners subsidize the Liberia Water and Sewer Corporation (LWSC), which is responsible for providing water and 
sanitation services in urban areas. With the subsidy, the services provided by LWSC are fairly affordable, however, the cost of a piped connection to individual 
homes for both sanitation and drinking-water from the LWSC is high, making it difficult for low income households to connect to the LWSC network. Several 
countries in addition to Liberia also reported the use of reduced, subsidized, or waived connection fees to ensure accessibility of services to low income populations.
Free water schemes were noted in three countries, Fiji, South Africa, and the United Republic of Tanzania. In Fiji, the Water 
Authority of Fiji, a government authority, provides free coverage to about 25 338 households that have been confirmed to have 
incomes of less than US$ 30 000. Free rural water schemes by the Department of  Water & Sewerage include free water tanks, and 
a subsidy programme for rainwater harvesting. South Africa’s national free basic service policy ensures that no one is denied basic 
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water (25 litres per person per day) or basic sanitation (a ventilated improved pit latrine or better). This policy is implemented in 
all South African municipalities and provided 2.4 million households with free basic water and 2.1 million households with free 
basic sanitation in 2015.
Cambodia, Madagascar, and Senegal indicate subsidy support for microfinance institutions that provide loans to low income 
households that need to finance latrine construction or connect to a local water supply.
Cross subsidies were cited by several countries as being used to ensure access to drinking-water and sanitation services by users 
in conditions of poverty and extreme poverty. Cross subsidies mean that some users pay more for services provided, while target 
beneficiaries pay less. Cross subsidies are implemented either among users (whereby higher tariffs are applied for users in higher 
water blocks or tariffs are assigned according to income classification), or among regions. Brazil uses tariff subsidies between 
locations with the highest economic profitability and localities with a deficit or with a lower financial return. Cross subsidies can 
also be applied across services. In Maldives and Zimbabwe, cross subsidies are used between water, sewer, and electricity services.
Zimbabwe uses a mix of affordability schemes in both rural and urban settings 
In rural areas of Zimbabwe, affordability schemes include government investment in WASH facilities, capital and rehabilitation costs, while consumers pay 
the preventive O&M costs. Targeted subsidies for the most vulnerable groups such as the elderly, people living with disabilities and child-headed households 
are available to make WASH investment more affordable. In urban settings, affordability schemes, especially for the poor and vulnerable, include the use of 
block tariffs, differential rates/charges between high and lower income levels, easy and long-term payment plans (installment plans), and in some cases, the 
government bearing all capital costs to reduce cost recovery requirements.
Use of committed funds
Improving the absorption of domestic and external capital commitments is a way to increase funding resources for new sector 
infrastructure and capital maintenance; however, lengthy procurement processes and capacity limitations hinder the full utilization 
of allocated funds in many countries.
Domestic capital commitments
Complex procurement processes and delayed disbursements from finance ministries were most often cited as obstacles in 
improving the efficient and timely use of domestic capital financing allocated for WASH. While nearly 60% of countries indicated 
high utilization rates (i.e. above 75%) of allocated funds,1 many cite continuing administrative challenges to obtaining funds and 
implementing capital projects. As reported by countries in the GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey, notable issues concerning the 
absorption of national funds for WASH include:
• Delays in procurement due to complex procedures, length of procurement process, extended negotiations (which cause late 
release of funds and limited time to spend within financial year for which funds have been allocated);
• Delayed or incomplete release of funds from the national finance ministry;
• Administrative/funding release procedures too lengthy or too complex (e.g. project proposal requirements);
• Lack of administrative/financial/technical resource capacity for advanced planning, and to design and manage projects;
• Lack of private sector/companies, equipment, and qualified personnel in the market;
• Project delays due to logistical challenges in remote areas;
• Land tenure compensation and land ownership issues (Costa Rica, Nepal, Papua New Guinea); and
• Securing clearances, licenses and permits from partner institutions (e.g. environmental impact).
1 Eight countries reported over 90% utilization of domestic capital commitments for WASH: Azerbaijan, Bangladesh, Bhutan, Chile, Mozambique, Solomon Islands, South Africa, and United Republic of Tanzania.
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External fund absorption
GLAAS data indicate that 60% of countries absorb a high percentage (i.e. above 75%) of donor capital commitments across both 
drinking-water and sanitation. Countries and ESAs cite several issues related to slow or delayed disbursement, with procurement 
(Fig. 32). In response to slow disbursements, ESAs report a range of actions that are taken to improve implementation and increase 
disbursement levels. Some examples include:
• Strengthening the capacity of executing agencies in terms of procurement and project management, e.g. administration, 
accounting;
• Project implementation support;
• Budget neutral time extensions, rescheduling milestones;
• Financing technical studies with grants prior to the approval of a loan, so that studies are ready before the financing for the 
infrastructure is available;
• Staff training and capacity development on donor specific procedures, and to solve problems/increase efficiencies;
• Decentralizing procurement; and
• Delays compensated with new programming.
Estimated percentage of domestic capital commitments utilized (sanitation)Figure31
Source: GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey.
What is the estimated percentage of domestic capital commitments utilzed (three-year average)?
  >75% of domestic capital commitments for both urban and rural
  >75% of domestic capital commitments for urban or rural
  50–75% of domestic capital commitments
  <50% of domestic capital commitments for urban or rural
  <50% of donor capital commitments for both urban and rural
  No response to question provided
  Not applicable
  Data not available
Sixty per cent of 
countries report 
high utilization of 
domestic capital 
commitments.
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Countries cite procurement procedure complexity and multiplicity of 
rules specific to each donor as the top two reasons for under-utilization 
of donor commitments, while several donors cite operational delays  
as problematic.
Problems reported by developing country governments and donors with under-utilization of donor 
capital commitments1  
Figure
32
Sources: GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey; GLAAS 2016/2017 ESA survey.
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In the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela, loan disbursements are subject to the Annual Foreign Indebtedness Act each year, which in some cases is not aligned 
with disbursements established in the loan agreements, thus necessitating applications for loan extension.
Improved targeting towards vulnerable populations
The MDG target for water and sanitation called for the proportion of the population without access to safe drinking-water and 
basic sanitation to be halved; however the JMP reported2 in 2015 that “in many countries and regions, progress has been made 
towards the MDG target without significantly reducing inequalities.” In order to reduce inequalities and to make progress towards 
universal access, most countries (55 out of 74 responding countries3) have specific measures for reaching poor populations in 
their WASH policies and plans. However, monitoring of progress to extend services to poor populations takes place in only half of 
responding countries (47% and 55% respectively for sanitation and drinking-water), and few countries (19% and 27% respectively 
for sanitation and drinking-water) are consistently applying financial measures to target resources to poor populations. The results 
disaggregated by World Bank income group (Table 12) show consistent trends from the previous cycle of GLAAS,4 with countries 
in lower income groups less able to consistently apply specific measures to target resources to poor populations.
1 If donor capital commitments were under-utilized, please provide a brief explanation of the types of bottlenecks that delay or prohibit the use of committed funding (GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey). What are the main 
reasons commitments for WASH have not been disbursed within the fiscal year they were scheduled? (GLAAS 2016/2017 ESA survey).
2 UNICEF/WHO Joint Monitoring Programme (2015) Progress on sanitation and drinking water – 2015 update and MDG assessment. World Health Organization, Geneva. Available at https://www.wssinfo.org/fileadmin/
user_upload/resources/JMP-Update-report-2015_English.pdf [Accessed 8 March 2017].
3 This analysis does not include Swaziland.
4 Results and percentages shown cannot be directly compared to those from the 2013/2014 cycle due to differences in the set of responding countries.
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World Bank income group
Number of 
countries
GOVERNANCE MONITORING FINANCE
Policies and plans have 
specific measures to 
reach poor populations
Progress in extending 
service provision to 
poor populations is 
tracked and reported
Specific measures in 
the financing plan to 
target resources to 
poor populations are 
consistently applied
SANITATION All responding countries 74 74% 47% 19%
Low income 15 73% 33% 7%
Lower middle income 29 66% 48% 10%
Upper middle income 26 85% 58% 27%
WATER All responding countries 74 74% 55% 27%
Low income 15 73% 53% 20%
Lower middle income 29 66% 48% 14%
Upper middle income 26 85% 69% 38%
 40–59%
 0–39%
 80–100%
 60–79%
Measures to extend services to poor populations by World Bank income groupTable12
Notes: 
1. The percentages shown are calculated with the total number of responding countries in the income group as the denominator.
2. Results for high income countries are not shown disaggregated due to the small number of responding countries in this income group. They are included in the overall results.
Source: GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey.
Countries were most likely to target poor populations in their policies and plans. Other types of vulnerable populations commonly 
targeted in WASH policies and plans are shown in Figure 33. However, financial measures to support vulnerable populations 
existed on average in less than two thirds of countries that targeted these populations in their policies and plans, and these 
financial measures were applied consistently in only about a quarter. Financial measures to support vulnerable populations were 
most common for drinking-water for populations living in slums or informal settlements (54%); however, consistent application 
of these financial measures was low at 22%.
Social strategies toward equitable water supply and sanitation in Lao People’s Democratic 
Republic 
Lao People’s Democratic Republic has made significant progress in increasing access to WASH services over the past 20 years and has met its MDG targets. However, 
significant disparities remain between urban and rural populations: while 94% of the urban population had access to improved sanitation facilities in 2015, only 
56% of the rural population did. With over two thirds of the national population living in rural areas, a targeted approach for extending WASH services is needed. 
Lao People’s Democratic Republic reports the application of specific social strategies in rural areas to improve equitable access to WASH services, which includes:
• Planning and targeted budget allocations towards equitable water supply and sanitation with emphasis on vulnerable and poor populations in remote 
locations without road access;
• Participatory planning processes including informed choice on technologies and management options, more gender-sensitive solutions, and greater 
responsiveness to local cultural traditions;
• Incorporating social and cultural dynamics of rural villages in developing WASH services approaches such as demand creation, Community-led Total 
Sanitation, Participatory Hygiene and Sanitation Transformation, and sanitation marketing; and
• Local accountability introduced on rural water services between village committee levels, water services providers, and users/consumers.
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Percentage of countries with specific measures for vulnerable populations in their WASH policies 
and plans compared to the percentage of countries with financial measures targeting these 
population groups existing and consistently applied (n=74) 
Figure
33
Source: GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey.
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Utilizing alternative sources of finance
While improving the use of existing financial resources is a key element for funding the SDGs, governments and development 
partners may also consider alternative sources of finance for the increasing costs of meeting the SDGs.
One alternative source is blended finance, which is the strategic use of public taxes, development grants and concessional loans 
to mobilize private capital flows to emerging and frontier markets, and it offers opportunities to increase the role of commercial 
financing for the WASH sector. Blended finance measures can come in many forms, but include grants, concessional loans, and 
credit enhancements such as guarantees to help “crowd in” private investment. For example, grants can be offered to provide 
technical assistance or to support capacity building activities. Concessional loans can be combined with commercial finance 
to soften lending agreements and to provide liquidity to lenders. Public finance can also be used to provide partial guarantees 
to commercial lenders.
Blended finance in practice is likely to be combined with other innovative measures. Output-Based Aid is a form of aid where 
funds are only released until after a service is delivered. This mechanism provides an incentive for the recipient to deliver the 
expected service, although it does not overcome the need for initial investments. Smart subsidies can be used to target specific 
objectives, such as help to finance water connections to poorer households, or to expand microfinance initiatives. Grouped 
financing measures can be used to pool risk and lower borrowing costs. 
Blended finance and other forms of innovative financing have shown benefits and should be scaled up. This will require 
collaboration between governments, donors and water service providers, to help raise awareness of the benefits, to improve 
transparency, to develop policies that support efficient and effective services, and to work to catalyze private finance.1
Commercial financing may also be an alternative financing source; however it has thus far played a limited role in the WASH sector. 
There are several reasons for this. First, water service suppliers must be considered creditworthy to access commercial funds. 
Due to the inefficiencies already described (such as low cost recovery), utilities often do not have the financial surplus required 
to cover repayments. Gaps in capacity may mean some utilities are unable to provide audited financial statements that lenders 
require. Second, investment returns in the water sector are relatively low, but in developed countries, these returns are often 
reliable and low-risk, and are attractive for long-term investors. However, in developing countries, these risks are higher, reducing 
their appeal to commercial lenders. Private finance for small utilities or rural communities can be hampered by their relatively 
small size. Finally, the water sector typically requires long-term investments that can be at odds with the short to medium term 
nature of commercial bank lending.
Increasing the role of private and commercial finance into the WASH sector is expected to result in improved technical, operational 
and management efficiencies, which increases credit worthiness, and therefore access to commercial finance, producing a virtuous 
cycle. Enhancing commercial finance in the WASH sector requires innovative financing measures, such as blended finance.
1 Leigland J, Trémolet S, and Ikeda J (2016) Achieving Universal Access to Water and Sanitation by 2030. The Role of Blended Finance. World Bank, Washington, DC. Available at: http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/
en/978521472029369304/Achieving-universal-access-to-water-and-sanitation-by-2030-the-role-of-blended-finance [Accessed 8 March 2017].
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Conclusion
Through SDG 6, ensuring access to sustainable water and sanitation for all, is firmly established in 
the UN’s 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. Sustainable water and sanitation contribute 
to greater livelihood opportunities, improved human welfare and a healthier environment through 
their many cross-cutting impacts, such as in economic development, better health and nutrition, 
climate resilience and education. Policy- and decision-makers, managers, practitioners and regulators 
must not lose sight of this larger view. This does not relate to impact indicators alone. It is equally 
true for the components that make up the enabling environment for achieving targets under all 17 
Goals – transformation will require these to be coherent and mutually reinforcing.
One of these components is the set of financial sources, pathways and mechanisms in support of expanding, upgrading, operating 
and maintaining drinking-water supply and sanitation services. While countries continue to make progress towards increased 
access to sustainable WASH services, financial resources remains a critical issue, and more effort is needed for both attracting 
new resources and better utilizing existing resources. The current level of WASH financing is not sufficient to fund plans inspired 
by the SDGs and falls short of future requirements. This gap poses a real threat to the possibility of achieving the SDGs by 2030 
– not only the aspirational goal of safely managed systems, but also of providing access to the unserved.
Nearly two thirds of countries that participated in the GLAAS 2016/2017 cycle have undertaken a recent comprehensive and 
inclusive sector review and many are in the process of integrating the SDGs at the national level. Most countries have financial plans 
for WASH and national budgets are increasing by an average of 4.9% above inflation annually, demonstrating a solid commitment 
to WASH services. However, two thirds of countries report that these financial plans are not consistently followed. Furthermore, 
80% of countries surveyed reported inadequate funding to meet their national targets – a gap that is slightly more pronounced 
for rural drinking-water supply and sanitation as compared to urban services. This funding gap will be magnified as countries 
integrate the SDGs more fully into their national plans and targets. Given the financial challenges and the level of ambition in the 
global SDG targets, the process of national target setting for WASH is vital to ensure that resource allocation reflects the need to 
extend coverage to those unserved as well as to upgrade existing services to be safely managed. Yet persistent fragmentation 
of roles and responsibilities in drinking-water supply and sanitation clouds the full financial picture, and even though 60% of 
responding countries reported recent joint sector reviews, financial issues were only on the agenda of a few of these events.
Households continue to be the major source of WASH financing in the countries surveyed, placing a heavy burden on the most 
vulnerable and the poor. To achieve the SDGs, a focus on equity and providing sustainable services to vulnerable populations is 
needed. The GLAAS 2016/2017 cycle has shown that rural services receive a smaller share of funding than urban services, and while 
countries have plans to reach disadvantaged populations, the plans are not often fully implemented. Vulnerable groups, including 
poor populations and people living in remote areas or informal settlements, should not be overlooked in national WASH plans.
Cost-recovery for service maintenance and asset management remains a challenge, meaning that O&M can suffer, putting existing 
services at risk. Often, these existing services represent achievements made during the MDG period. Existing financial resources 
can be better harnessed, and several examples have been shown in this report. Fifteen of 39 countries have made impressive 
strides towards improving cost recovery through a smart use of tariffs and subsidies. Other measures have included reductions 
in non-revenue water and increases in operational efficiency. For many utilities, balancing a solid basis for cost recovery with 
affordability of services for vulnerable groups is a challenge, and several mechanisms related to tariff setting, targeted subsidies 
and pro-poor policies are being tested by governments.
As more financing becomes available in the sector, absorption capacity will need to be improved. Data availability, from 
governments, donors and NGOs is a critical element in better using existing resources. A first step in better utilizing resources is 
understanding what is available and where it is coming from. TrackFin is providing invaluable insights and in-depth knowledge 
of WASH financial flows at the national level. The data are generally available, yet, compiling them remains a challenge, with not 
all stakeholders making their data readily available in a transparent manner.
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ESAs have made large commitments to support WASH programmes in recent years, resulting in a positive impact for millions 
of people, and ESA survey respondents note commitments to provide WASH services to 350 million by 2020. However, ODA 
commitments are decreasing, and many countries rely heavily on external financing, with some countries receiving over 50% of 
their WASH financing from external sources. New financial models are needed if Agenda 2030 is to be achieved. An area that would 
benefit from ESA support is that of increasing domestic resource mobilization, especially as some ESAs are working to align their 
policies with SDGs and also towards sector strengthening and improving the enabling environment, rather than on providing 
funds for technical solutions. Governments will also need to prioritize improving domestic revenue and resource mobilization.
Attracting new sources of finance, while also improving existing sources, is key. Repayable finance offers a promising pathway 
for countries to meet the SDG targets. Sources of repayable finance have traditionally been deterred from WASH because of fears 
over low and risky returns. Blended finance, where funds from public or philanthropic sources are used to lower barriers and 
incentivize private investments, has been trialed with success and has the potential to be scaled up to help bridge the finance gap. 
The GLAAS 2017 report concludes on a positive note. Despite the enormous challenges faced by the global WASH community, 
innovations in technology, finance and governance show that these challenges can be overcome and that the SDGs can be 
achieved.
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Annexes
Annex A: Methodology and validation
Introduction
GLAAS findings in this report summarize data collected from 75 countries and 25 external support agencies surveys. The GLAAS 
survey data are complemented by data from TrackFin studies in Ghana and Mali, as well as data from OECD-CRS on water and 
sanitation aid flows. Table A.1 shows the 75 participating countries by SDG region. The GLAAS survey data will also be used to 
create ESA, regional and country highlights, working in close collaboration with the countries and ESAs. 
SDG region Countries participating in the GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey 
Central Asia and Southern Asia Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Bhutan, India, Kyrgyzstan, Maldives, Nepal, Pakistan, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan
Eastern Asia and South-eastern Asia Cambodia, China, Lao People's Democratic Republic, Malaysia, Mongolia, Philippines, Thailand, Timor-Leste, Viet Nam
Latin America and the Caribbean Argentina, Barbados, Bolivia (Plurinational State of), Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Uruguay, Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of)
Northern America and Europe Albania, Belarus, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Lithuania, Serbia, Ukraine
Oceania Fiji, Micronesia (Federated States of), Papua New Guinea, Solomon Islands, Tonga, Vanuatu
Sub-Saharan Africa Botswana, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Côte d'Ivoire, Ethiopia, Ghana, Guinea, Kenya, Lesotho, Liberia, Madagascar, Mali, Mozambique, Nigeria, Rwanda, Senegal, South Africa, Swaziland, United Republic of Tanzania, Zambia, Zimbabwe
Western Asia and Northern Africa Azerbaijan, Georgia
Countries participating in the GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey by SDG region (n=75)TableA.1
Country survey process
National governments expressed their interest in participating in the GLAAS 2016/2017 cycle or were invited to participate 
by the respective WHO Regional Office, WHO Country Office or regional partner, such as IRC and AMCOW. Participation in the 
country survey was voluntary and involved data collection, supported in most cases by multi-stakeholder review workshops, data 
validation and subsequent exchanges with the GLAAS team at WHO. The GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey results were submitted 
between October 2016 and February 2017 for a majority of countries. Some additional country surveys were submitted in March 
2017. Data collection with the GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey will remain open until mid-2017 to feed into the planned GLAAS 
2018/2019 report that will cover all aspects of the enabling environment. 
Country survey
As part of the GLAAS strategy from 2016-2020, GLAAS reports will alternate between a report with a specific thematic focus and 
a report covering all four GLAAS themes: governance, monitoring, human resources and finance, in greater depth. The GLAAS 
2017 report is the first thematic report with a focus on finance. To cater for the finance focus and reduce the reporting burden on 
countries, the GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey has two versions: 1) a short version that has a complete section on finance and 
a few key required questions from the remaining sections and 2) and long version that has complete sections on governance, 
monitoring, human resources and finance. Countries chose to complete either the long or short version of the survey. Newly 
participating GLAAS countries were encouraged to complete the long version to establish a baseline. 
The GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey was revised to better align with the SDGs, including covering integrated water resources 
management in some questions, as well as to be a better data source for monitoring the SWA Collaborative Behaviours. Aspects 
that were strengthened or added in the revised GLAAS 2016/2017 survey include the enabling environment for wastewater, 
WASH in health care facilities and regulation.
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External Support Agency survey and responses
The ESA survey, which complements the data received from countries and other sources such as OECD, was also revised for the 
GLAAS 2016/2017 cycle for the first time since the start of the GLAAS initiative. It was reviewed and revised by an outside expert 
group consisting of representatives from NGOs, universities, and multilateral and bilateral donors. The objectives of the revision 
were to make the survey more suitable for monitoring the SWA Collaborative Behaviours, adapt it to SDG global reporting 
requirements, and make it more relevant for different types of ESAs. 
Twenty-five ESAs, representing development banks, multilateral organizations, bilateral donors, private foundations and NGOs, 
responded to the GLAAS 2016/2017 ESA survey. These ESAs represent over 80% of bilateral development assistance to water 
and sanitation, and almost 90% of multilateral development assistance to water and sanitation. ESA survey data were received 
from November 2016 until March 2017.
ESA survey data have been validated with the respondent ESAs during the process of developing individual ESA highlights that 
were prepared for the SWA High Level Meeting in April 2017. 
Country feedback and data collection processes forms
Countries were asked to provide feedback on the GLAAS survey, including rating the value of the survey in assessing the WASH 
enabling environment in country, as well as suggestions for improving the survey content and processes. A total of 54 out of 75 
countries submitted the country feedback form.1 In rating the effectiveness2 of the financing component of the survey, a rating 
of “Excellent” or “Good” was provided by 57% of countries; ratings of “Satisfactory” or higher were provided by 83% of countries. 
Qualitative information provided by countries will contribute to the further improvement of GLAAS in the next cycle.
In an attempt to ensure wider stakeholder involvement in the GLAAS process, including in validation and approval of the 
submitted data, countries were requested to provide information on the processes used to collect and validate data for GLAAS. 
A total of 50 out of 75 countries submitted the data collection processes form.3 Figure A.1 shows the aggregated results for the 
50 responding countries. Nine out of ten countries (88%) indicated that the GLAAS country process was government-led with 
at least two ministries involved. Multi-stakeholder review was conducted by 88% of countries as part of the validation process, 
although approximately one third of these countries indicated that they were not able to include all partners in the review. Just 
over half of countries indicated that a majority of responses were based on government documents or referenced materials; a 
further 40% indicated that documentation was incomplete.
Summary of responses to the GLAAS data collection processes form (n=50)FigureA.1
Note: Data labels in the bars indicate the number of countries.
|
0%
|
20%
|
40%
|
80%
|
60%
|
100%
  High
  Medium
  Low
  No answer
Government participation 44 5 1
National meeting held 437 8
Documentation 26 20 2
Stakeholder validation 30 14 3 3
1
2
1 http://www.who.int/entity/water_sanitation_health/monitoring/investments/glaas-country-feedback-form-2016.doc
2 Countries were asked to rate how well the survey is able to assess the situation in country for the four GLAAS themes (governance, monitoring, human resources, and financing) on a 5-point scale (“Excellent”, “Good”, 
“Satisfactory”, “Moderate”, ”Poor”).
3 http://www.who.int/entity/water_sanitation_health/monitoring/investments/glaas-data-collection-processes-form2016.doc
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Data quality review
All 75 GLAAS country submissions were reviewed for internal consistency, completeness, and data entry errors. Countries were 
contacted through the respective WHO regional and country focal points for clarification and follow-up of any data issues that 
were identified. In some cases, several iterations of quality assurance were required to ensure issues were sufficiently addressed. 
Throughout the data quality review process, the GLAAS database and analysis were updated accordingly.
External key informant validation
In addition to the data quality review, an external validation with key informants was undertaken. Key informants were considered 
eligible for participation if they had strong knowledge and experience of the WASH sector in the country and had not participated 
in the GLAAS 2016/2017 process.
The key informant questionnaire was expanded in the 2016/2017 cycle to include 39 data elements from five questions. The 
questions concerned participation procedures,1 joint sector reviews,2 regulatory authorities,3 the financing budget/plan,4 and 
financial reporting.5 A total of 58 key informant questionnaires were sent to external validators. Seventeen questionnaires were 
returned from all WHO regions6 and responses were compared against country submissions.
There was a high level of agreement (80%) between country and external validation responses on whether or not the government 
conducts joint sector reviews. There was a moderate to high level of agreement for questions on the availability of expenditure 
reports (67%), regulatory authorities (64%), and participation procedures (60%). Agreement between the country and external 
validation responses was low on the question on the financing budget/plan at 30%; since the responses were measured on a 
five-point scale, few responses matched exactly.7 
1 Six data elements (urban sanitation, rural sanitation, urban drinking-water supply, rural drinking-water supply, hygiene promotion, and water resources planning and management).
2 One data element (yes/no response).
3 Twelve data elements (three sub-questions with disaggregation for urban/rural sanitation/drinking-water).
4 Five data elements (urban sanitation, rural sanitation, urban drinking-water supply, rural drinking-water supply, and hygiene promotion).
5 Fifteen data elements (ODA, non-ODA, and government expenditure reports for urban sanitation, rural sanitation, urban drinking-water supply, rural drinking-water supply, and hygiene promotion).
6 African Region (5), Eastern Mediterranean Region (1), European Region (4), Region of the Americas (1), South-East Asia Region (3), and Western Pacific Region (4).
7 When the level of agreement was recomputed by encoding responses numerically and summing the standardized differences between the country and external validation responses, the level of agreement increased to 74%.
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About TrackFin
TrackFin is a globally accepted methodology to track financing to WASH at the national level, which helps to facilitate evidence-
based decision-making. TrackFin was developed after previous GLAAS results had shown that the level of financial reporting 
currently available in the WASH sector is often insufficient to make sound, evidence-based planning and budgeting decisions. 
The methodology has been developed in collaboration with leading national WASH sector institutions, national statistics offices, 
and finance departments. High-profile international bodies such as the UN Statistics Division, the OECD and the World Bank were 
also involved, as they recognize that the information deficit identified across the sector must be addressed as a matter of urgency 
if significant further progress is to be made on core development and health issues in the context of the SDGs.
Using standard classifications, the method enables countries to comprehensively track financing into and through the sector, 
identifying how funds are allocated and used at national, district, and local levels on a regular basis. The output is a set of WASH-
related accounts and indicators, referred to as WASH accounts, which clearly depict WASH financing in the country. The WASH 
accounts build on the experience of the development of health accounts. 
The methodology addresses four basic questions:
1. What is the total expenditure throughout the sector?
2. How are funds distributed between the different WASH services and types of expenditure, such as capital expenditure, O&M 
costs, and the cost of capital?
3. Who pays for WASH services?
4. Which entities are the main channels of funding for WASH and what is their respective share of total spending?
After successfully piloting TrackFin in Brazil, Ghana and Morocco, the methodology has now expanded to other countries, including 
Burkina Faso, Madagascar, Mali, Senegal and Tunisia, and Ghana has completed a second round. Other countries around the 
world continue to express interest in implementing TrackFin. 
Additionally, other development partners have shown interest in TrackFin and are supporting its implementation in other countries. 
For example, the World Bank is leading TrackFin in Tunisia and UNICEF has provided support in Mali. In addition to the Bill & 
Melinda Gates Foundation and AFD funding TrackFin through WHO, USAID also plans to fund TrackFin in a number of countries.
TrackFin Results
At the time of this report only Ghana, from its second round, and Mali had results available. Below are highlights of their findings.
Who pays for WASH services?
From the Ghana and Mali 2017 TrackFin study results users, through tariffs and self-supply, are a major source of WASH funding, 
accounting for 75% of funding in Ghana and 37% in Mali. It should be noted that voluntary contributions from NGOs in Mali and 
Ghana are under-represented because comprehensive data from NGOs were not available.
 
 
Annex B. TrackFin: Tracking financing to WASH
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How are WASH funds distributed?
In Ghana, spending between water and sanitation is close to even with sanitation accounting for 48% of spending and water 
for 51%. Urban areas receive about two thirds of the water and sanitation spending. In Mali, the disparity in spending between 
urban and rural areas does not exist—both urban and rural areas receive 45% of WASH expenditures. However, there is a large 
disparity between expenditures on water and sanitation, with 81% of spending going towards drinking-water.
As TrackFin is a government led process, it should be noted that the Governments of Mali and Ghana chose to include different 
categories in their analysis of WASH expenditures. Mali decided to include solid waste in the process, even though it was not 
in the initial methodology, but did not take into account integrated water resource management (IWRM). In Ghana, IWRM as it 
relates to drinking-water was included in the study, but is merged in the graph below with support services to the WASH sector.
Funding by financing type and financing 
unit in Ghana, 2014
Figure
B.1
Source: TrackFin Mali study, 2017.
Funding by financing type and financing 
unit in Mali, 2014
Figure
B.2
Source: TrackFin Ghana study, 2017.
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Lessons learned
As TrackFin has now been successfully implemented and is being implemented in more countries, a number of lessons have 
emerged.
• Institutional buy-in is key. TrackFin is more successful when key government officials are supportive of the process. While 
TrackFin is in the initial stages in Madagascar, it is off to a promising start because of institutional buy-in. Early TrackFin workshops 
have been attended several high level authorities, including the Prime Minister, Minister of Water, Sanitation and Hygiene, and 
Minister of Finance.
• Household surveys can be a data source. While data on household expenditures can be challenging to obtain, household 
surveys are proving to be a fruitful source. Ghana, Mali and Burkina Faso, where TrackFin is currently taking place, have been 
able to use household surveys to fill data gaps.
• Health accounts experience is valuable. Both WHO and in country experience with health accounts have greatly 
contributed to TrackFin and WASH accounts. The TrackFin team at WHO is coordinating with the health accounts team to 
adapt the health accounts software to be used in developing WASH accounts. This approach has also already happened at 
country level—in Burkina Faso, the national health accounts were modified to be used for TrackFin data management and 
analysis.
Looking ahead
As the network of TrackFin countries and development partners supporting TrackFin continues to grow, the global community 
will have an increasingly better understanding of WASH financing at both the country and global level. This will lead to smarter 
resource allocation decisions and increased access to sustainable WASH services.
In the coming year, it is expected that up to ten additional countries will begin to implement TrackFin, with support from WHO 
and other partners. As more and more countries put TrackFin in place, the methodology will continue to be adapted to best suit 
the needs of countries, and a global TrackFin community will emerge and strengthen.
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The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development includes a dedicated goal on water and sanitation that sets out to “ensure 
availability and sustainable management of water and sanitation for all.” SDG 6 expands the MDG focus on drinking-water and 
sanitation to cover the entire water cycle, including the management of water, wastewater and ecosystem resources. It contains six 
targets on outcomes across the entire water cycle, and two targets on the means of implementing the outcome targets (Table C.1).
Targets for SDG 6: Ensure availability and sustainable management of water and sanitation for allTableC.1
TARGETS
Ou
tc
om
es
6.1 By 2030, achieve universal and equitable access to safe and affordable drinking-water for all
6.2 By 2030, achieve access to adequate and equitable sanitation and hygiene for all and end open defecation, paying special attention to the needs of women and girls 
and those in vulnerable situations
6.3 By 2030, improve water quality by reducing pollution, eliminating dumping and minimizing release of hazardous chemicals and materials, halving the proportion of 
untreated wastewater and substantially increasing recycling and safe reuse globally
6.4 By 2030, substantially increase water-use efficiency across all sectors and ensure sustainable withdrawals and supply of freshwater to address water scarcity and 
substantially reduce the number of people suffering from water scarcity
6.5 By 2030, implement integrated water resources management at all levels, including through transboundary cooperation as appropriate
6.6 By 2020, protect and restore water-related ecosystems, including mountains, forests, wetlands, rivers, aquifers and lakes
M
oI
6.a By 2030, expand international cooperation and capacity-building support to developing countries in water- and sanitation-related activities and programmes, 
including water harvesting, desalination, water efficiency, wastewater treatment, recycling and reuse technologies
6.b Support and strengthen the participation of local communities in improving water and sanitation management
The Means of Implementation (MoI) refer to the interdependent mix of financial resources, technology development and transfer, 
capacity-building, inclusive and equitable globalization and trade, regional integration, as well as the creation of a national 
enabling environment required to implement the new sustainable development agenda.1 The MDGs have been criticized as 
overly focused on outcomes, with insufficient attention paid to the MoI and resources required to achieve them. In part to address 
these concerns, the SDGs include MoI targets under each of the first 16 goals as well as a dedicated goal in Goal 17 (Partnerships 
for the Goals – Strengthen the MoI and revitalize the global partnership for sustainable development). Compared to the more 
established outcome measures for access to basic drinking-water and sanitation, defining meaningful and measurable indicators 
for MoI is a much greater challenge: data availability on effectiveness of enabling environment and partnerships is limited, and 
systems for monitoring MoI have yet to be established in most countries. At the same time, the establishment of MoI targets 
and indicators within Goal 6 provides a unique opportunity to mobilize support and resources as well as shape policy priorities 
at the global and national levels to galvanize the implementation of Goal 6 as a whole. In addition, much as MDG monitoring 
has helped to establish monitoring systems at the national level and has supported building of capacity in national statistical 
offices to monitor outcome indicators, selection of appropriate targets and indicators can support development of monitoring 
systems for MoI at the national, regional, and global levels.
WHO, through the GLAAS initiative, is a co-custodian of indicators 6.a.1 and 6.b.1, along with UNEP and OECD.
Indicator 6.a.1 The amount of water and sanitation-related (ODA) for water and sanitation related activities and programmes 
that is part of a government coordinated spending plan.
Indicator 6.b.1 The percentage of local administrative units with established and operational policies and procedures for 
participation of local communities in water and sanitation management.
1 UN (2017) United Nations Technical Support Team Issues Brief: Means of Implementation; Global Partnership for achieving sustainable development, New York, United States. Available at https://sustainabledevelopment.
un.org/content/documents/2079Issues Brief Means of Implementation Final_TST_141013.pdf [Accessed 8 March 2017].
Annex C. SDG 6: Monitoring the means of implementation
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A detailed methodological note laying out definitions, interpretations, data sources, methods of computation, and limitations 
for the SDG 6 MoI indicators the has been developed and is available online.1 Data to measure indicators 6.a.1 and 6.b.1 as 
currently stated are not yet available, and the methodology is likely to evolve over the next few years through consultation with 
countries, development partners, and other stakeholders. The GLAAS country survey has been revised in the 2016/2017 cycle 
to better accommodate monitoring of targets 6.a and 6.b; in particular, the scope of some of the questions has been expanded 
beyond WASH to include integrated water resources management. Existing data have been pieced together to provide some 
information on the current status of targets 6.a and 6.b, as shown below. In addition, the United Nations Statistics Division has 
developed a global SDG indicator database2 and metadata repository3 to consolidate data on SDG indicators, and will highlight 
progress in annual SDG reports.4 
Target 6.a: By 2030, expand international cooperation and capacity-building support to developing countries in 
water- and sanitation-related activities and programmes, including water harvesting, desalination, water efficiency, 
wastewater treatment, recycling and reuse technologies
ODA for the water sector captured under Goal 6 includes WASH, wastewater treatment, water resources conservation, 
development and management, agricultural water resources, flood protection, and hydroelectric power. ODA disbursements in 
these areas were US$ 8.6 billion in 2015, representing an increase of 67% since 2005. Funding has increased across the sector since 
2005 with agricultural water resources nearly tripling over this time period. However, water sector ODA has remained relatively 
constant as a proportion of total ODA disbursements at approximately 5% since 2005. 
ODA disbursements for water supply and sanitation large systems comprised by far the largest proportion of water sector ODA 
in 2015 at approximately 40%. Basic drinking-water supply and basic sanitation accounted for approximately 20%, about half of 
that for large systems. Agricultural water resources and water sector policy and management each accounted for 12% to 13% of 
total water sector ODA. The disaggregation of ODA by OECD-CRS purpose code has not changed greatly since 2010.
The Sub-Saharan Africa SDG Region received the largest proportion of ODA to the water sector in 2015 at 28%, followed by 
Western Asia and Northern Africa at 22% and Central Asia and South Asia at 17%. In the Sub-Saharan Africa Region, basic systems 
accounted for a quarter of total ODA disbursements in 2015. ODA for large systems has decreased as a proportion of total ODA 
disbursements in the Sub-Saharan Africa Region from 41% in 2010 to 30% in 2015.
Additional information on ODA flows and targeting of aid can be found in the section External aid flows to water and sanitation.
1 http://www.unwater.org/fileadmin/user_upload/unwater_new/docs/Methodological%20note%206a%20and%206b_7%20March%202017.pdf
2 https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/indicators/database/
3 https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/metadata/
4 2016 report available here: https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/report/2016/
  Water sector ODA as a percentage of total ODA disbursements
  Annual water sector ODA disbursements
Annual water sector ODA disbursements and as a percentage of total ODAFigureC.1
Source: OECD-CRS, 2016.
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Target 6.b: Support and strengthen the participation of local communities in improving water and sanitation 
management
Effective water and sanitation management depends on the participation of a range of stakeholders, including local communities. 
The GLAAS survey has been collecting data on service user participation in the WASH sector since 2009. In the GLAAS 2016/2017 
cycle, the question has been expanded beyond WASH to include water resources planning and management.
Over three quarters of countries report having clearly defined policies and procedures in place for the participation of service 
users and communities in planning programmes for drinking-water supply (urban: 81%, rural: 86%) and sanitation (urban: 81%, 
rural: 84%), as well as water resources planning and management (82%). Among the four subsectors, rural drinking-water supply 
tends to have the highest proportion of countries with defined procedures for participation, and urban sanitation the lowest, a 
result which has been seen consistently since the 2009/2010 cycle of GLAAS. Hygiene promotion had the lowest proportion of 
countries with defined procedures for participation within the WASH sector in 2016/2017 at 72%.
While most countries report having clearly defined procedures for local participation in place, levels of participation remain 
comparatively low. Less than one quarter of countries report a high level of participation in any subsector. Levels of participation 
tend to be higher for rural drinking-water supply (22%) and sanitation (18%) compared to urban (11% and 8% respectively). 
Levels of participation for hygiene promotion and water resources planning and management were also quite low at 9% and 
8% respectively.
SDG Region Year
Water and sanitation (OECD DAC 140)
Water sector 
policy and 
administrative 
management 
(CRS 14010)
Water 
resources 
conservation 
(including 
data 
collection) 
(CRS 14015)
Water supply 
and sanitation 
- large 
systems (CRS 
14020, 14021, 
14022)
Basic 
drinking-
water supply 
and basic 
sanitation 
(CRS 14030, 
14031, 
14032)
River basins’ 
development 
(CRS 14040)
Waste 
management/ 
disposal 
(CRS 14050)
Education and 
training in 
water supply 
and sanitation 
(CRS 14081) Total
Agricultural 
water 
resources 
(CRS 31140)
Flood 
prevention/ 
control (CRS 
41050)
Hydro-
electric 
power 
plants (CRS 
23220)
Total water 
sector ODA
World*
2015 1 164  213 3 606 1 802  270  353  41 7 450 1 221  313  670 9 654
2010  885  204 3 174 1 378  259  276  50 6 227  826  337  509 7 899
Central Asia 
and Southern 
Asia
2015  64  34  552  310  56  39  3 1 059  333  121  155 1 668
2010  61  27  579  141  27  51  2  888  187  44  117 1 236
Eastern Asia 
and South-
eastern Asia
2015  74  32  425  248  90  114   984  179  81  203 1 446
2010  54  77  411  224  109  45  3  923  232  190  88 1 432
Latin America 
and the 
Caribbean
2015  44  25  296  106  10  30  2  514  19  6  42  580
2010  41  10  398  201  16  27  2  697  40  16  82  835
Northern 
America and 
Europe
2015  11  19  167  26  11  22   255  50  13  1  319
2010  5  1  87  5  21  31   149  2  3  22  176
Oceania
2015  12   15  20  5  5  1  58   1  13  72
2010  1   18  20   4  43    43
Sub-Saharan 
Africa
2015  457  52  794  663  76  50  15 2 107  277  79  219 2 682
2010  222  32  889  571  29  24  29 1 796  173  63  137 2 169
Western 
Asia and 
Northern 
Africa 
2015  251  16 1 134  217  7  79  5 1 709  347  11  34 2 100
2010  253  25  687  93  36  32  5 1 131  179  17  45 1 372
*Includes regional donations that cannot be categorised by SDG region.
Source: OECD-CRS, 2016.
ODA disbursements for ODA recipient countries (US$ millions, constant 2014 US$)TableC.2
ODA disbursements for the water sector 
have been steadily rising but have remained 
relatively constant as a proportion of total ODA 
disbursements at approximately 5% since 2005.
55
U
N
-W
AT
ER
 G
LO
B
AL
 A
N
AL
YS
IS
 A
N
D
 A
SS
ES
SM
EN
T 
O
F 
SA
N
IT
AT
IO
N
 A
N
D
 D
R
IN
K
IN
G
-W
AT
ER
 •
 G
LA
AS
 2
01
7 
R
EP
O
R
T
Percentage of countries with defined procedures in law or policy for participation by service users/
communities, and extent of high user participation in planning programmes (n=74)
Figure
C.2
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Source: GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey.
Rural sanitation 84%18%
Water resources planning 
and management 
82%
8%
Urban drinking-water supply 81%11%
Urban sanitation 82%8%
Hygiene promotion 72%9%
Why does SDG 6 matter to local governments? 
Ensuring access to clean water and sanitation is usually a responsibility of local governments, and relies on effective local governance, natural resource 
management, and urban planning.
The challenges involved can vary hugely at sub-national level, particularly between urban and rural areas.
In urban areas, the main challenge is often a lack of access to basic services in informal settlements, or high prices and a lack of quality control of water from 
private vendors. In rural areas, water may be free, but it may involve long journeys to and from the source, and may be contaminated.
Local governments have a role to play in improving water quality through environmental protection measures and sustainable solid waste management.
Integrated water resources management requires horizontal cooperation in planning and environmental policy between municipalities and regions across borders. 
Local governments are ideally placed to support participatory management of water and sanitation by communities, including slum-dwellers.
Extract from: WHAT LOCAL GOVERNMENTS NEED TO KNOW, UCLG. 2015.
While the proportion of countries with clearly defined 
procedures for participation by service users/communities in 
WASH planning programmes and water resources planning 
and management is consistently high, countries that report 
high levels of user participation remains comparatively low. 
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COUNTRY
Sanitation Drinking-water supply Hygiene promotion
Water resources 
planning and 
management
Urban Rural Urban Rural National National
Procedures 
exist
Level of 
participation
Procedures 
exist
Level of 
participation
Procedures 
exist
Level of 
participation
Procedures 
exist
Level of 
participation
Procedures 
exist
Level of 
participation
Procedures 
exist
Level of 
participation
Afghanistan
Albania
Argentina
Azerbaijan
Bangladesh
Barbados
Belarus
Bhutan
Bolivia (Plurinational State of)
Bosnia and Herzegovina
Botswana
Brazil
Burkina Faso
Burundi
Cambodia
Chile
China
Colombia
Costa Rica
Côte d'Ivoire
Cuba
Dominican Republic
Ecuador
El Salvador
Ethiopia
Fiji
Georgia
Ghana
Guatemala
Guinea
Haiti
Honduras
India
Jamaica
Kenya
Kyrgyzstan
Lao People's Democratic Republic
Lesotho
Liberia
Lithuania
Madagascar
Malaysia
Maldives
Mali
Mexico
Micronesia (Federated States of)
Mongolia
Mozambique
Nepal
Nigeria
Pakistan
Panama
Papua New Guinea
Paraguay
Procedures exist
 Yes
 No
Level of participation
 High
 Moderate 
 Low
Countries with clearly defined procedures in laws or policies for participation by service users and 
communities in planning programmes, and level of participation
Table
C.3
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COUNTRY
Sanitation Drinking-water supply Hygiene promotion
Water resources 
planning and 
management
Urban Rural Urban Rural National National
Procedures 
exist
Level of 
participation
Procedures 
exist
Level of 
participation
Procedures 
exist
Level of 
participation
Procedures 
exist
Level of 
participation
Procedures 
exist
Level of 
participation
Procedures 
exist
Level of 
participation
Peru
Philippines
Rwanda
Senegal
Serbia
Solomon Islands
South Africa
Tajikistan
Thailand
Timor-Leste
Tonga
Ukraine
United Republic of Tanzania
Uruguay
Uzbekistan
Vanuatu
Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of)
Viet Nam
Zambia
Zimbabwe
Note: Data not yet fully finalized. Final data sets will be made available on the GLAAS website.
Source: GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey.
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Annex D. Summary of responses to the GLAAS 2016/2017  
country survey 
DEMOGRAPHIC, HEALTH, AND COVERAGE ESTIMATES
COUNTRY
Population
(millions, 
2017)1
Diarrhoea deaths due to 
inadequate WASH in children 
under 5 years (2012)2
Use of improved sanitation facilities 
(% of population, 2015)3
Use of improved drinking-water sources 
(% of population, 2015)3
National per 100 000 Total Urban Rural National Urban Rural National
Afghanistan  34.17 175.5  8 697 45 27 32 78 47 55
Albania  2.91 1.6  3 95 90 93 95 95 95
Argentina  44.27 1.6  55 96 98 96 99 100 99
Azerbaijan  9.97 24.2  183 92 87 89 95 78 87
Bangladesh  164.83 30.1  4 582 58 62 61 87 87 87
Barbados  0.29 96 96 96 100 100 100
Belarus  9.46 0.2  1 94 95 94 100 99 100
Bhutan  0.79 37.7  27 78 33 50 100 100 100
Bolivia (Plurinational State of)  11.05 34.7  442 61 28 50 97 76 90
Bosnia and Herzegovina  3.79 0.3  99 92 95 100 100 100
Botswana  2.34 38.2  88 79 43 63 99 92 96
Brazil  211.24 2.1  316 88 52 83 100 87 98
Burkina Faso  19.17 150.2  4 385 50 7 20 97 76 82
Burundi  11.94 190.3  3 466 44 49 48 91 74 76
Cambodia  16.08 35.0  584 88 30 42 100 69 76
Chile  18.31 0.2  2 100 91 99 100 93 99
China  1 396.24 4.9  4 347 87 64 76 98 93 95
Colombia  49.07 2.6  119 85 68 81 97 74 91
Costa Rica  4.91 0.6  2 95 92 95 100 92 98
Côte d'Ivoire  23.82 148.9  4 623 33 10 22 93 69 82
Cuba  11.39 0.6  3 94 89 93 96 90 95
Dominican Republic  10.77 12.6  134 86 76 84 85 82 85
Ecuador  16.63 8.2  131 87 81 85 93 76 87
El Salvador  6.17 8.4  52 82 60 75 97 87 94
Ethiopia  104.34 89.6  12 639 27 28 28 93 49 57
Fiji  0.90 7.6  7 93 88 91 100 91 96
Georgia  3.97 1.5  4 95 76 86 100 100 100
Ghana  28.66 71.1  2 581 20 9 15 93 84 89
Guatemala  17.01 22.2  493 78 49 64 98 87 93
Guinea  13.29 109.6  2 028 34 12 20 93 67 77
Haiti  10.98 112.1  1 397 34 19 28 65 48 58
Honduras  8.30 13.8  136 87 78 83 97 84 91
India  1 342.51 71.7  87 125 63 28 40 97 93 94
Jamaica  2.81 3.2  8 80 84 82 97 89 94
Kenya  48.47 92.4  6 433 31 30 30 82 57 63
Kyrgyzstan  6.12 14.3  93 89 96 93 97 86 90
Lao People's Democratic Republic  7.04 83.9  722 94 56 71 86 69 76
Lesotho  2.19 99.1  255 37 28 30 95 77 82
Liberia  4.73 85.9  582 28 6 17 89 63 76
Lithuania  2.83 0.5  1 97 83 92 100 90 97
Madagascar  25.61 72.6  2 558 18 9 12 82 35 52
Malaysia  31.16 1.0  26 96 96 96 100 93 98
Maldives  0.38 1.6  1 97 98 98 100 98 99
Mali  18.69 214.1  6 109 38 16 25 97 64 77
Mexico  130.22 3.7  416 88 74 85 97 92 96
Micronesia (Federated States of)  0.11 31.2  4 85 49 57 95 87 89
Mongolia  3.05 21.9  65 66 43 60 66 59 64
Mozambique  29.54 109.1  4 758 42 10 21 81 37 51
Nepal  29.19 32.7  982 56 43 46 91 92 92
Nigeria  191.84 168.8  50 114 33 25 29 81 57 69
Pakistan  196.74 114.4  24 561 83 51 64 94 90 91
Panama  4.05 16.1  59 84 58 75 98 89 95
Papua New Guinea  7.93 66.0  645 56 13 19 88 33 40
Paraguay  6.81 10.7  81 95 78 89 100 95 98
Peru  32.17 4.8  142 82 53 76 91 69 87
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DEMOGRAPHIC, HEALTH, AND COVERAGE ESTIMATES
COUNTRY
Population
(millions, 
2017)1
Diarrhoea deaths due to 
inadequate WASH in children 
under 5 years (2012)2
Use of improved sanitation facilities 
(% of population, 2015)3
Use of improved drinking-water sources 
(% of population, 2015)3
National per 100 000 Total Urban Rural National Urban Rural National
Philippines  103.80 19.8  2 239 78 71 74 94 90 92
Rwanda  12.16 63.6  1 183 59 63 62 87 72 76
Senegal  16.05 50.8  1 177 65 34 48 93 67 79
Serbia  8.78 0.0  98 94 96 99 99 99
Solomon Islands  0.61 25.3  21 81 15 30 93 77 81
South Africa  55.44 31.8  1 742 70 61 66 100 81 93
Swaziland  1.32 92.1  155 63 56 57 94 69 74
Tajikistan  8.86 47.0  531 94 95 95 93 67 74
Thailand  68.30 2.9  107 90 96 93 98 98 98
Timor-Leste  1.24 50.3  93 69 27 41 95 61 72
Tonga  0.11 2.2  98 89 91 100 100 100
Ukraine  44.41 1.8  45 97 93 96 96 98 96
United Republic of Tanzania  56.88 55.4  4 688 31 8 16 77 46 56
Uruguay  3.46 0.6  1 97 93 96 100 94 100
Uzbekistan  30.69 20.9  613 100 100 100 98
Vanuatu  0.28 12.1  4 65 55 58 99 93 94
Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of)  31.93 6.0  177 97 70 94 95 78 93
Viet Nam  95.41 9.5  684 94 70 78 99 97 98
Zambia  17.24 104.0  2 678 56 36 44 86 51 65
Zimbabwe  16.34 98.4  1 979 49 31 37 97 67 77
1 Total population, medium fertility variant. United Nations, Department of Economic and Social Affairs, Population Division (2015). World Population Prospects: The 2015 Revision.
2 WHO (2014) Preventing diarrhoea through better water, sanitation and hygiene: exposures and impacts in low- and middle-income countries. World Health Organization, Geneva.
3 UNICEF/WHO (2015) Joint Monitoring Programme. Progress on sanitation and drinking water – 2015 update and MDG assessment. World Health Organization, Geneva.
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EQUITY EQUITY
COUNTRY
Policies and plans have specific measures to reach vulnerable groups Tracking progress among vulnerable 
groups
Specific measures in the financing plan to target resources to vulnerable populations
National Sanitation Drinking-water Sanitation Drinking-water
Poor 
populations
Populations 
living in 
remote or 
hard-to-reach 
areas
People 
living with 
disabilities Women
Populations 
living in 
slums or 
informal 
settlements
Populations 
with high 
burden of 
disease
Indigenous 
populations Poor populations Poor populations
Poor 
populations
Populations 
living in 
remote or 
hard-to-reach 
areas
People 
living with 
disabilities Women
Populations 
living in 
slums or 
informal 
settlements
Populations 
with high 
burden of 
disease
Indigenous 
populations
Poor 
populations
Populations 
living in 
remote or 
hard-to-reach 
areas
People 
living with 
disabilities Women
Populations 
living in 
slums or 
informal 
settlements
Populations 
with high 
burden of 
disease
Indigenous 
populations
Afghanistan
Albania
Argentina
Azerbaijan
Bangladesh
Barbados
Belarus
Bhutan
Bolivia (Plurinational State of)
Bosnia and Herzegovina
Botswana
Brazil
Burkina Faso
Burundi
Cambodia
Chile
China
Colombia
Costa Rica
Côte d'Ivoire
Cuba
Dominican Republic
Ecuador
El Salvador
Ethiopia
Fiji
Georgia
Ghana
Guatemala
Guinea
Haiti
Honduras
India
Jamaica
Kenya
Kyrgyzstan
Lao People's Democratic Republic
Lesotho
Liberia
Lithuania
Madagascar
Malaysia
Maldives
Mali 1 1 1 1 1 1
Mexico
Micronesia (Federated States of)
Mongolia
Mozambique
Nepal
Nigeria
Pakistan
Panama
Papua New Guinea
 Yes
 No
 Yes 
 No
 Yes and measures are applied
 Yes, but measures are not applied consistently 
 No
1 For sanitation only.
62
FI
N
AN
C
IN
G
 U
N
IV
ER
SA
L 
W
AT
ER
, S
AN
IT
AT
IO
N
 A
N
D
 H
YG
IE
N
E 
U
N
D
ER
 T
H
E 
SU
ST
AI
N
AB
LE
 D
EV
EL
O
P
M
EN
T 
G
O
AL
S
EQUITY EQUITY
COUNTRY
Policies and plans have specific measures to reach vulnerable groups Tracking progress among vulnerable 
groups
Specific measures in the financing plan to target resources to vulnerable populations
National Sanitation Drinking-water Sanitation Drinking-water
Poor 
populations
Populations 
living in 
remote or 
hard-to-reach 
areas
People 
living with 
disabilities Women
Populations 
living in 
slums or 
informal 
settlements
Populations 
with high 
burden of 
disease
Indigenous 
populations Poor populations Poor populations
Poor 
populations
Populations 
living in 
remote or 
hard-to-reach 
areas
People 
living with 
disabilities Women
Populations 
living in 
slums or 
informal 
settlements
Populations 
with high 
burden of 
disease
Indigenous 
populations
Poor 
populations
Populations 
living in 
remote or 
hard-to-reach 
areas
People 
living with 
disabilities Women
Populations 
living in 
slums or 
informal 
settlements
Populations 
with high 
burden of 
disease
Indigenous 
populations
Afghanistan
Albania
Argentina
Azerbaijan
Bangladesh
Barbados
Belarus
Bhutan
Bolivia (Plurinational State of)
Bosnia and Herzegovina
Botswana
Brazil
Burkina Faso
Burundi
Cambodia
Chile
China
Colombia
Costa Rica
Côte d'Ivoire
Cuba
Dominican Republic
Ecuador
El Salvador
Ethiopia
Fiji
Georgia
Ghana
Guatemala
Guinea
Haiti
Honduras
India
Jamaica
Kenya
Kyrgyzstan
Lao People's Democratic Republic
Lesotho
Liberia
Lithuania
Madagascar
Malaysia
Maldives
Mali 1 1 1 1 1 1
Mexico
Micronesia (Federated States of)
Mongolia
Mozambique
Nepal
Nigeria
Pakistan
Panama
Papua New Guinea
 Yes
 No
 Yes 
 No
 Yes and measures are applied
 Yes, but measures are not applied consistently 
 No
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EQUITY EQUITY
COUNTRY
Policies and plans have specific measures to reach vulnerable groups Tracking progress among vulnerable 
groups
Specific measures in the financing plan to target resources to vulnerable populations
National Sanitation Drinking-water Sanitation Drinking-water
Poor 
populations
Populations 
living in 
remote or 
hard-to-reach 
areas
People 
living with 
disabilities Women
Populations 
living in 
slums or 
informal 
settlements
Populations 
with high 
burden of 
disease
Indigenous 
populations Poor populations Poor populations
Poor 
populations
Populations 
living in 
remote or 
hard-to-reach 
areas
People 
living with 
disabilities Women
Populations 
living in 
slums or 
informal 
settlements
Populations 
with high 
burden of 
disease
Indigenous 
populations
Poor 
populations
Populations 
living in 
remote or 
hard-to-reach 
areas
People 
living with 
disabilities Women
Populations 
living in 
slums or 
informal 
settlements
Populations 
with high 
burden of 
disease
Indigenous 
populations
Paraguay
Peru
Philippines
Rwanda
Senegal
Serbia
Solomon Islands
South Africa
Swaziland
Tajikistan
Thailand
Timor-Leste
Tonga
Ukraine
United Republic of Tanzania
Uruguay
Uzbekistan
Vanuatu
Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of)
Viet Nam
Zambia
Zimbabwe
 Yes
 No
 Yes 
 No
 Yes and measures are applied
 Yes, but measures are not applied consistently 
 No
Note: Data not yet fully finalized. Final data sets will be made available on the GLAAS website.
Source: GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey.
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EQUITY EQUITY
COUNTRY
Policies and plans have specific measures to reach vulnerable groups Tracking progress among vulnerable 
groups
Specific measures in the financing plan to target resources to vulnerable populations
National Sanitation Drinking-water Sanitation Drinking-water
Poor 
populations
Populations 
living in 
remote or 
hard-to-reach 
areas
People 
living with 
disabilities Women
Populations 
living in 
slums or 
informal 
settlements
Populations 
with high 
burden of 
disease
Indigenous 
populations Poor populations Poor populations
Poor 
populations
Populations 
living in 
remote or 
hard-to-reach 
areas
People 
living with 
disabilities Women
Populations 
living in 
slums or 
informal 
settlements
Populations 
with high 
burden of 
disease
Indigenous 
populations
Poor 
populations
Populations 
living in 
remote or 
hard-to-reach 
areas
People 
living with 
disabilities Women
Populations 
living in 
slums or 
informal 
settlements
Populations 
with high 
burden of 
disease
Indigenous 
populations
Paraguay
Peru
Philippines
Rwanda
Senegal
Serbia
Solomon Islands
South Africa
Swaziland
Tajikistan
Thailand
Timor-Leste
Tonga
Ukraine
United Republic of Tanzania
Uruguay
Uzbekistan
Vanuatu
Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of)
Viet Nam
Zambia
Zimbabwe
 Yes
 No
 Yes 
 No
 Yes and measures are applied
 Yes, but measures are not applied consistently 
 No
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COUNTRY
FINANCING FINANCING
Existence and level of implementation of 
a government-defined financing plan/
budget for the WASH sector which is 
published and agreed   
Expenditure reports are publicly 
available and easily accessible, 
and allow comparison of 
committed funds to expenditures
Operating and basic maintenance 
costs are covered by tariffs
Absorption of external funds 
(% of official donor capital 
commitments utilized  
(three-year average))
Absorption of domestic funds 
 (% of domestic commitments 
utilized (three-year average))
Sufficiency of financing to reach 
national targets
Government WASH 
budget (US$ millions, 
constant 2014 US$) Annual WASH expenditure (US$ millions, constant 2014 US$)
Sanitation Drinking-water Hygiene Sanitation Drinking-water Sanitation Drinking-water Sanitation Drinking-water Sanitation Drinking-water Sanitation Drinking-water National National By source of funding
Urban Rural Urban Rural National Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Year Budget Year Expenditure Households Government External Repayable
Afghanistan 2015  92 2015  170
Albania 2016  60 2015  111  48  28  34
Argentina 2015 1 707 2015 1 663 1 400  263
Azerbaijan 2015  912  10  757  154  154
Bangladesh 2015  548 2015  794  428  182  184  0
Barbados
Belarus
Bhutan 2016  14 2016  13  1  9  2 0.2
Bolivia (Plurinational State of) 2016  406 2014  249
Bosnia and Herzegovina 2015  10 2014  192  127  2  61  3
Botswana
Brazil 2014 9 240 2014 23 940 19 512 2 693 1 734
Burkina Faso 2017  45
Burundi 2013  3 2013  27  5  22
Cambodia 2016  22 2016  180  4  176
Chile 2015
China 2016 53 794 2016 3 836
Colombia 2016  120 2016 2 225 1 459  711  55
Costa Rica 2015  309 2015  296  246  35  15
Côte d'Ivoire 2016  181
Cuba  122
Dominican Republic 2015  221 2015  235  158  11  66
Ecuador
El Salvador 2016  11
Ethiopia 2016  197
Fiji 2017  155 2017*  164  18  155  6
Georgia 2014  97 2014  97  46  51
Ghana 2014 1 409 1 064  60  88  197
Guatemala
Guinea 2015  56 2015  93  50  43
Haiti
Honduras 2015  132 2015  132  90  43
India 2018 3 554 2016 5 514
Jamaica 2015  260 2013  565  565
Kenya 2016  370 2016  546  169  98  279
Kyrgyzstan 2016  30 0.1 0.1  30  11
Lao People's Democratic Republic 2015  26 2015  90  35  1  55
Lesotho 2017  36 2015  46  13  12  21 0.2
Liberia 2017  20
Lithuania 2017  51
Madagascar 2016  24 2015  90  26  64
Malaysia 2016 291 2016
Maldives 2016  12
Mali 2014  254 2014  165  62  37  55  11
Mexico 2015 2 394 2015 2 373 2 205  167
Micronesia (Federated States of)
Mongolia 2015  237 2015  298  62  237
Mozambique 2015  119  37  83
Nepal 2017  403 2015  174  22  90  6  56
Nigeria 2016  602 2015  717  717
Pakistan 2016  636 2016  916  214  618  47  42
Panama 2015  561 2015  436  396  40
Papua New Guinea 2013  1  1
 Agreed and consistently followed
 Agreed but not sufficiently implemented
 No agreed financing plan/budget or in development
 Government, ODA, and non-ODA 
expenditure reports are available
 Some reports available
 Expenditure reports are not available
 Covers over 80% of costs
 Covers between 50% and 80% of costs
 Covers less than 50% of costs
 Over 75%
 Between 50% and 75%
 Less than 50%
 Over 75%
 Between 50% and 75%
 Less than 50%
 More than 75% of what is needed
 Between 50 and 75% of what is needed
 Less than 50% of what is needed
*Data for financial year 2016–2017
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COUNTRY
FINANCING FINANCING
Existence and level of implementation of 
a government-defined financing plan/
budget for the WASH sector which is 
published and agreed   
Expenditure reports are publicly 
available and easily accessible, 
and allow comparison of 
committed funds to expenditures
Operating and basic maintenance 
costs are covered by tariffs
Absorption of external funds 
(% of official donor capital 
commitments utilized  
(three-year average))
Absorption of domestic funds 
 (% of domestic commitments 
utilized (three-year average))
Sufficiency of financing to reach 
national targets
Government WASH 
budget (US$ millions, 
constant 2014 US$) Annual WASH expenditure (US$ millions, constant 2014 US$)
Sanitation Drinking-water Hygiene Sanitation Drinking-water Sanitation Drinking-water Sanitation Drinking-water Sanitation Drinking-water Sanitation Drinking-water National National By source of funding
Urban Rural Urban Rural National Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Year Budget Year Expenditure Households Government External Repayable
Afghanistan 2015  92 2015  170
Albania 2016  60 2015  111  48  28  34
Argentina 2015 1 707 2015 1 663 1 400  263
Azerbaijan 2015  912  10  757  154  154
Bangladesh 2015  548 2015  794  428  182  184  0
Barbados
Belarus
Bhutan 2016  14 2016  13  1  9  2 0.2
Bolivia (Plurinational State of) 2016  406 2014  249
Bosnia and Herzegovina 2015  10 2014  192  127  2  61  3
Botswana
Brazil 2014 9 240 2014 23 940 19 512 2 693 1 734
Burkina Faso 2017  45
Burundi 2013  3 2013  27  5  22
Cambodia 2016  22 2016  180  4  176
Chile 2015
China 2016 53 794 2016 3 836
Colombia 2016  120 2016 2 225 1 459  711  55
Costa Rica 2015  309 2015  296  246  35  15
Côte d'Ivoire 2016  181
Cuba  122
Dominican Republic 2015  221 2015  235  158  11  66
Ecuador
El Salvador 2016  11
Ethiopia 2016  197
Fiji 2017  155 2017*  164  18  155  6
Georgia 2014  97 2014  97  46  51
Ghana 2014 1 409 1 064  60  88  197
Guatemala
Guinea 2015  56 2015  93  50  43
Haiti
Honduras 2015  132 2015  132  90  43
India 2018 3 554 2016 5 514
Jamaica 2015  260 2013  565  565
Kenya 2016  370 2016  546  169  98  279
Kyrgyzstan 2016  30 0.1 0.1  30  11
Lao People's Democratic Republic 2015  26 2015  90  35  1  55
Lesotho 2017  36 2015  46  13  12  21 0.2
Liberia 2017  20
Lithuania 2017  51
Madagascar 2016  24 2015  90  26  64
Malaysia 2016 291 2016
Maldives 2016  12
Mali 2014  254 2014  165  62  37  55  11
Mexico 2015 2 394 2015 2 373 2 205  167
Micronesia (Federated States of)
Mongolia 2015  237 2015  298  62  237
Mozambique 2015  119  37  83
Nepal 2017  403 2015  174  22  90  6  56
Nigeria 2016  602 2015  717  717
Pakistan 2016  636 2016  916  214  618  47  42
Panama 2015  561 2015  436  396  40
Papua New Guinea 2013  1  1
 Agreed and consistently followed
 Agreed but not sufficiently implemented
 No agreed financing plan/budget or in development
 Government, ODA, and non-ODA 
expenditure reports are available
 Some reports available
 Expenditure reports are not available
 Covers over 80% of costs
 Covers between 50% and 80% of costs
 Covers less than 50% of costs
 Over 75%
 Between 50% and 75%
 Less than 50%
 Over 75%
 Between 50% and 75%
 Less than 50%
 More than 75% of what is needed
 Between 50 and 75% of what is needed
 Less than 50% of what is needed
*Data for financial year 2016–2017
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COUNTRY
FINANCING FINANCING
Existence and level of implementation of 
a government-defined financing plan/
budget for the WASH sector which is 
published and agreed   
Expenditure reports are publicly 
available and easily accessible, 
and allow comparison of 
committed funds to expenditures
Operating and basic maintenance 
costs are covered by tariffs
Absorption of external funds 
(% of official donor capital 
commitments utilized  
(three-year average))
Absorption of domestic funds 
 (% of domestic commitments 
utilized (three-year average))
Sufficiency of financing to reach 
national targets
Government WASH 
budget (US$ millions, 
constant 2014 US$) Annual WASH expenditure (US$ millions, constant 2014 US$)
Sanitation Drinking-water Hygiene Sanitation Drinking-water Sanitation Drinking-water Sanitation Drinking-water Sanitation Drinking-water Sanitation Drinking-water National National By source of funding
Urban Rural Urban Rural National Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Year Budget Year Expenditure Households Government External Repayable
Paraguay 2015  226 2016  254  24  61  18  152
Peru 2015 1 745 2015 2 360  405 2 181  86
Philippines 2016  210 2015  276
Rwanda 2016  57 2015  74  57  17
Senegal 2015  87 2015
Serbia 2015  13 2015  337  298  37  2
Solomon Islands 2017  19 2017*  20  12  1  7
South Africa 2016 3 550 2016 8 151 4 467 3 527 1 176
Swaziland 2017  48 2016  27  21  3
Tajikistan 2017  16 2015  37  6  3  28
Thailand 2016 1 406
Timor-Leste 2015  9
Tonga 2016  10
Ukraine 2016  48
United Republic of Tanzania 2017  61
Uruguay 2015  547 2014  585  486 0.4  3  96
Uzbekistan 2016  68 2015  114  95
Vanuatu 2016  2 2016  2  0 0.1  2
Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of) 2015  130
Viet Nam 2015 1 690  209  303 1 040
Zambia 2016  39 2016  154  62  31  61
Zimbabwe
 Agreed and consistently followed
 Agreed but not sufficiently implemented
 No agreed financing plan/budget or in development
 Government, ODA, and non-ODA 
expenditure reports are available
 Some reports available
 Expenditure reports are not available
 Covers over 80% of costs
 Covers between 50% and 80% of costs
 Covers less than 50% of costs
 Over 75%
 Between 50% and 75%
 Less than 50%
 Over 75%
 Between 50% and 75%
 Less than 50%
 More than 75% of what is needed
 Between 50 and 75% of what is needed
 Less than 50% of what is needed
*Data for financial year 2016–2017
Note: Data not yet fully finalized. Final data sets will be made available on the GLAAS website.
Source: GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey.
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COUNTRY
FINANCING FINANCING
Existence and level of implementation of 
a government-defined financing plan/
budget for the WASH sector which is 
published and agreed   
Expenditure reports are publicly 
available and easily accessible, 
and allow comparison of 
committed funds to expenditures
Operating and basic maintenance 
costs are covered by tariffs
Absorption of external funds 
(% of official donor capital 
commitments utilized  
(three-year average))
Absorption of domestic funds 
 (% of domestic commitments 
utilized (three-year average))
Sufficiency of financing to reach 
national targets
Government WASH 
budget (US$ millions, 
constant 2014 US$) Annual WASH expenditure (US$ millions, constant 2014 US$)
Sanitation Drinking-water Hygiene Sanitation Drinking-water Sanitation Drinking-water Sanitation Drinking-water Sanitation Drinking-water Sanitation Drinking-water National National By source of funding
Urban Rural Urban Rural National Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Year Budget Year Expenditure Households Government External Repayable
Paraguay 2015  226 2016  254  24  61  18  152
Peru 2015 1 745 2015 2 360  405 2 181  86
Philippines 2016  210 2015  276
Rwanda 2016  57 2015  74  57  17
Senegal 2015  87 2015
Serbia 2015  13 2015  337  298  37  2
Solomon Islands 2017  19 2017*  20  12  1  7
South Africa 2016 3 550 2016 8 151 4 467 3 527 1 176
Swaziland 2017  48 2016  27  21  3
Tajikistan 2017  16 2015  37  6  3  28
Thailand 2016 1 406
Timor-Leste 2015  9
Tonga 2016  10
Ukraine 2016  48
United Republic of Tanzania 2017  61
Uruguay 2015  547 2014  585  486 0.4  3  96
Uzbekistan 2016  68 2015  114  95
Vanuatu 2016  2 2016  2  0 0.1  2
Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of) 2015  130
Viet Nam 2015 1 690  209  303 1 040
Zambia 2016  39 2016  154  62  31  61
Zimbabwe
 Agreed and consistently followed
 Agreed but not sufficiently implemented
 No agreed financing plan/budget or in development
 Government, ODA, and non-ODA 
expenditure reports are available
 Some reports available
 Expenditure reports are not available
 Covers over 80% of costs
 Covers between 50% and 80% of costs
 Covers less than 50% of costs
 Over 75%
 Between 50% and 75%
 Less than 50%
 Over 75%
 Between 50% and 75%
 Less than 50%
 More than 75% of what is needed
 Between 50 and 75% of what is needed
 Less than 50% of what is needed
*Data for financial year 2016–2017
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MONITORING
COUNTRY
Most recent Joint 
Sector Review
Data availability for decision-making
National Sanitation Drinking-water
Year Policy and strategy Resource allocation
Status and quality of 
service delivery Policy and strategy National standards Resource allocation
Status and quality of 
service delivery
Afghanistan 2015
Albania 2016
Argentina 2015
Azerbaijan 2016
Bangladesh 2016
Barbados
Belarus 2016
Bhutan 2016
Bolivia (Plurinational State of)
Bosnia and Herzegovina
Botswana
Brazil 2015
Burkina Faso 2016
Burundi 2013
Cambodia 2012
Chile
China 2015
Colombia 2015
Costa Rica 2016
Côte d'Ivoire 2016
Cuba 2014
Dominican Republic
Ecuador 2015
El Salvador 2015
Ethiopia 2016
Fiji
Georgia
Ghana
Guatemala 1995
Guinea
Haiti 2015
Honduras 2013
India
Jamaica 2016
Kenya 2014
Kyrgyzstan 2015
Lao People's Democratic Republic 2015
Lesotho 2015
Liberia 2015
Lithuania
Madagascar 2015
Malaysia
Maldives
Mali 2016
Mexico
Micronesia (Federated States of)
Mongolia 2014
Mozambique 2016
Nepal 2014
Nigeria 2016
Pakistan
Panama
Papua New Guinea 2011
Paraguay
Peru 2015
Philippines 2015
 Data available, analysed, and used for a majority of decisions
 Data available but not sufficiently used for decision-making 
 Only limited data collected and limited availability
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MONITORING
COUNTRY
Most recent Joint 
Sector Review
Data availability for decision-making
National Sanitation Drinking-water
Year Policy and strategy Resource allocation
Status and quality of 
service delivery Policy and strategy National standards Resource allocation
Status and quality of 
service delivery
Rwanda 2016
Senegal 2016
Serbia 2014
Solomon Islands
South Africa
Swaziland 2016
Tajikistan 2015
Thailand 2014
Timor-Leste
Tonga 2016
Ukraine 2016
United Republic of Tanzania
Uruguay
Uzbekistan 2015
Vanuatu
Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of) 2016
Viet Nam 2015
Zambia 2016
Zimbabwe 2015
 Data available, analysed, and used for a majority of decisions
 Data available but not sufficiently used for decision-making 
 Only limited data collected and limited availability
Note: Data not yet fully finalized. Final data sets will be made available on the GLAAS website.
Sources: GLAAS 2016/2017 ESA survey; OECD-CRS, 2016.
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Annex E. Summary of responses to the GLAAS 2016/2017  
ESA survey 
DISTRIBUTION OF WATER AND SANITATION ODA1
EXTERNAL SUPPORT AGENCY
Strategies and reporting Aid amounts Flow types1 By SDG region2 By project type By  sector 
Existence of 
WASH or water 
sector strategy
Internal policies 
aligned with 
SDGs
Reports on 
WASH aid 
are publicly 
available
2013–2015 
average ODA 
commitments1 
(US$ millions, 
constant  
2014 US$)
2015 ODA 
disbursements1 
(US$ millions, 
constant  
2014 US$)
2015 ODA 
disbursement 
allocation 
for sector 
strengthening 
(%)
Grants (US$ 
millions, 
constant  
2014 US$)
Concessional 
loans (ODA) 
(US$ millions, 
constant  
2014 US$)
Non-
concessional 
loans (non-
ODA)  
(US$ millions, 
constant 
 2014 US$)
Central Asia 
and Southern 
Asia  
(%)
Eastern Asia 
and South-
Eastern Asia  
(%)
Latin America 
and Caribbean  
(%)
Northern 
America and 
Europe 
(%)
Oceania 
(%)
Sub-Saharan 
Africa 
(%)
Western Asia 
and Northern 
Africa 
(%)
Basic systems  
(%)
Large systems  
(%)
Other 
(%) Water Sanitation
African Development Bank Developing Developing Yes 241 318 77 241 112 92 3 97 100
Asian Development Bank Yes Developing Yes 421 372 50 322 578 64 25 1 9 59 15 26 59 41
Australia (DFAT) No Developing Yes 131 112 112 5 51 10 12 2 45 29 26 84 16
Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation Yes Developing Yes 68 77 77 35 9 0 23 91 1 8 100
BRAC3 Yes Yes Yes 6 10 6 0 100 17 83
CARE International and CARE USA No Yes No
European Commission No Developing No 545 734 608 126 3 0 10 18 2 28 35 32 28 40 52 48
Finland (MOFA) Yes Yes 30 50 50 27 7 0 0 18 14 39 19 42 62 38
France (AFD) Yes Developing Yes 812 482 31 86 397 8 4 5 0 0 37 41 12 64 24 70 30
Germany (BMZ) Yes Developing Yes 1 041 962 323 591 10 2 15 9 6 11 43 18 65 17 84 16
Inter-American Development Bank Yes Developing Yes 94 41 11 31 804 100 1 94 5 36 64
Japan (JICA) Yes Developing Yes 1 411 1 303 286 1 017 25 27 13 2 1 8 25 19 66 15 80 20
Netherlands (DGIS) Yes Yes Yes 238 181 181 16 3 0 30 3 33 23 45 50 50
Portugal (MOFA) 1 0 0 100 52 48 100
Sweden (Sida) Yes 99 115 115 0 0 5 4 6 0 19 36 44 51 49
Switzerland (SDC and SECO) Yes Yes Yes 239 217 10 217 19 4 11 11 8 10 45 25 30 9 91
United Kingdom (DFID) No Yes Yes 231 300 300 8 0 0 55 1 78 6 16 51 49
United Nations Development Programme Yes Developing Yes 2 2 85 2 10 71 3 7 5 8 92 100
United Nations Children’s Fund Yes Developing Yes 46 62 62 26 6 2 0 58 5 36 11 53 65 35
United States (USAID)3 Yes Developing Yes 224 259 259 4 4 1 1 0 33 50 12 82 6 86 14
Water Supply and Sanitation Collaborative Council3 Yes Yes Yes 35 35 11 3 48
Water.org3 Developing Developing Yes 44 7 3 1 5
WaterAid3 Yes Yes Yes 100 100 0 30 0 0 0 47 0 35 65
World Bank No Developing Yes 1 337 955 98 857 1 933 23 20 1 0 0 51 4 9 61 30 69 31
World Vision Yes Yes No 124 124 6 6 3 0 3 71 8
Note: Data not yet fully finalized. Final data sets will be made available on the GLAAS website.
1 Data from OECD-CRS.
2 Percentages are shown as a proportion of total water and sanitation ODA, which includes regional aid that could not be disaggregated among SDG regions.
3 All data including grant and loan breakdowns are based on the GLAAS 2016/2017 ESA survey. Data on aid amounts consist of grants and in-kind services.
Sources: GLAAS 2016/2017 ESA survey; OECD-CRS, 2016.
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DISTRIBUTION OF WATER AND SANITATION ODA1
EXTERNAL SUPPORT AGENCY
Strategies and reporting Aid amounts Flow types1 By SDG region2 By project type By  sector 
Existence of 
WASH or water 
sector strategy
Internal policies 
aligned with 
SDGs
Reports on 
WASH aid 
are publicly 
available
2013–2015 
average ODA 
commitments1 
(US$ millions, 
constant  
2014 US$)
2015 ODA 
disbursements1 
(US$ millions, 
constant  
2014 US$)
2015 ODA 
disbursement 
allocation 
for sector 
strengthening 
(%)
Grants (US$ 
millions, 
constant  
2014 US$)
Concessional 
loans (ODA) 
(US$ millions, 
constant  
2014 US$)
Non-
concessional 
loans (non-
ODA)  
(US$ millions, 
constant 
 2014 US$)
Central Asia 
and Southern 
Asia  
(%)
Eastern Asia 
and South-
Eastern Asia  
(%)
Latin America 
and Caribbean  
(%)
Northern 
America and 
Europe 
(%)
Oceania 
(%)
Sub-Saharan 
Africa 
(%)
Western Asia 
and Northern 
Africa 
(%)
Basic systems  
(%)
Large systems  
(%)
Other 
(%) Water Sanitation
African Development Bank Developing Developing Yes 241 318 77 241 112 92 3 97 100
Asian Development Bank Yes Developing Yes 421 372 50 322 578 64 25 1 9 59 15 26 59 41
Australia (DFAT) No Developing Yes 131 112 112 5 51 10 12 2 45 29 26 84 16
Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation Yes Developing Yes 68 77 77 35 9 0 23 91 1 8 100
BRAC3 Yes Yes Yes 6 10 6 0 100 17 83
CARE International and CARE USA No Yes No
European Commission No Developing No 545 734 608 126 3 0 10 18 2 28 35 32 28 40 52 48
Finland (MOFA) Yes Yes 30 50 50 27 7 0 0 18 14 39 19 42 62 38
France (AFD) Yes Developing Yes 812 482 31 86 397 8 4 5 0 0 37 41 12 64 24 70 30
Germany (BMZ) Yes Developing Yes 1 041 962 323 591 10 2 15 9 6 11 43 18 65 17 84 16
Inter-American Development Bank Yes Developing Yes 94 41 11 31 804 100 1 94 5 36 64
Japan (JICA) Yes Developing Yes 1 411 1 303 286 1 017 25 27 13 2 1 8 25 19 66 15 80 20
Netherlands (DGIS) Yes Yes Yes 238 181 181 16 3 0 30 3 33 23 45 50 50
Portugal (MOFA) 1 0 0 100 52 48 100
Sweden (Sida) Yes 99 115 115 0 0 5 4 6 0 19 36 44 51 49
Switzerland (SDC and SECO) Yes Yes Yes 239 217 10 217 19 4 11 11 8 10 45 25 30 9 91
United Kingdom (DFID) No Yes Yes 231 300 300 8 0 0 55 1 78 6 16 51 49
United Nations Development Programme Yes Developing Yes 2 2 85 2 10 71 3 7 5 8 92 100
United Nations Children’s Fund Yes Developing Yes 46 62 62 26 6 2 0 58 5 36 11 53 65 35
United States (USAID)3 Yes Developing Yes 224 259 259 4 4 1 1 0 33 50 12 82 6 86 14
Water Supply and Sanitation Collaborative Council3 Yes Yes Yes 35 35 11 3 48
Water.org3 Developing Developing Yes 44 7 3 1 5
WaterAid3 Yes Yes Yes 100 100 0 30 0 0 0 47 0 35 65
World Bank No Developing Yes 1 337 955 98 857 1 933 23 20 1 0 0 51 4 9 61 30 69 31
World Vision Yes Yes No 124 124 6 6 3 0 3 71 8
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Absorption rate: The absorption rate indicates the percentage of official domestic or donor commitments utilized over a 
given period. The GLAAS 2016/2017 country survey referred to a three-year average percentage of official domestic or donor 
commitments utilized.
Basic systems: Simple drinking-water and sanitation systems. For drinking-water, they include rural water supply schemes using 
handpumps, spring catchments, gravity-fed systems, rainwater collection, storage tanks, and small distribution systems. For 
sanitation, they include latrines, on-site disposal and alternative sanitation systems. (See also large drinking-water and sanitation 
systems).
Blended finance: The strategic use of development finance and philanthropic funds to mobilize private capital flows to emerging 
and frontier markets. This means the use of public and philanthropic sources of funding to remove obstacles and incentivize 
private sources of funding. 
Capital expenditure: Capital expenditure includes fixed assets such as buildings, treatment structures, pumps, pipes and 
latrines, including the cost of installation/construction.
Collaborative Behaviours: A set of four behaviours, identified by Sanitation and Water for All, that if adopted, can improve 
the way governments and partners work together to improve the long-term sector performance needed to deliver sanitation, 
hygiene and water for all.
Commercial Financing: Finance provided by private sector financiers at market rates. 
Commitment: A firm obligation expressed in writing and backed by the necessary funds, undertaken by an official donor to 
provide specified assistance to a recipient country.
Concessional loans: Concessional loans are extended on terms substantially more generous than market loans. The concessions 
are achieved either through interest rates below those available on the market or by grace periods, or a combination of these. 
Concessional loans typically have long grace periods.
Development partners: Donors, international organizations and NGOs that contribute to a country’s development. 
Disbursements: The transactions of providing financial resources. The two counterparties must record the transaction 
simultaneously. A disbursement is the release of funds to or the purchase of goods or services for a recipient; by extension, the 
amount thus spent. It can take several years to disburse a commitment.
Enabling environment: The set of interrelated conditions such as legal, governance and monitoring frameworks, politics, 
financing and human capital that are able to promote the delivery of WASH services. 
External support agencies: Defined as bilateral donors, multilateral organizations, foundations, financing institutions, NGOs 
and external agencies that support countries’ work in the attainment of achieving sanitation and water for all.
Formal service providers: Entities recognized by authorities, complying with a minimum of service levels. Formal service 
providers include government and private sector utilities. For water supply, this includes large networked systems but this can 
also include smaller scale set-ups such as water-kiosks managed by utilities. For sanitation, this includes piped sewer systems 
and septic tanks if maintained by a service provider regulated by authorities.
Hygiene: GLAAS 2016/17 survey questions consider hygiene as hygiene promotion which complements water and sanitation. 
Hygiene promotion can include programmes and activities designed to educate and advocate the use of safe hygiene practices 
that minimize the spread of diarrhoeal diseases, acute respiratory infections, and other related diseases. Such activities may include 
working with communities to identify risks, handwashing with soap campaigns, safe disposal of human excreta, including that 
of children and infants, food hygiene, etc.
Large drinking-water and sanitation systems: Large systems include potable water treatment plants; intake works; storage; 
water supply pumping stations; large scale transmission/conveyance and distribution system; large scale sewerage including 
trunk sewers and sewage pumping stations; and domestic and industrial wastewater treatment plants.
Microfinance: Microfinance is the provision of financial services to low income clients, including consumers and the self-
employed, who traditionally lack access to banking and related services.
Annex F. Glossary
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Millennium Development Goal: Eight goals that all 189 UN Member States have agreed to try to achieve by the year 2015. 
These goals aimed to combat poverty, hunger, disease, illiteracy, environmental degradation, and discrimination against women.
Nongovernmental organizations: Generally nonprofit organizations that operate independently of the government and 
sometimes provide services to people.
Non-revenue water: Non-revenue water represents water that has been produced and is “lost” before it reaches the customer 
(either through leaks, through theft, or through legal usage for which no payment is made).
Official development assistance: Flows of official financing administered with the promotion of the economic development 
and welfare of developing countries as the main objective, and which are concessional in character with a grant element of at least 
25% (using a fixed 10% rate of discount). By convention, ODA flows comprise contributions of donor government agencies, at all 
levels, to developing countries (bilateral ODA) and to multilateral institutions. ODA receipts comprise disbursements by bilateral 
donors and multilateral institutions. Lending by export credit agencies—with the pure purpose of export promotion—is excluded.
Operations and maintenance: Includes activities necessary to keep services running. Operating costs are recurrent (regular, 
ongoing) spending to provide WASH goods and services: labour, fuel, chemicals, materials, and purchases of any bulk water. 
Basic maintenance costs are the routine expenditures needed to keep systems running at design performance, but does not 
include major repairs or renewals.
Policies/plans: Policies are considered to be the principle guide to action taken by the government or state. A plan sets out 
targets to achieve and provide details on implementation (based on policies where these exist). It indicates how the responsible 
entity will respond to organizational requirements, type of training and development that will be provided, and how the budget 
will be allocated, etc.
Procurement procedures: Procurement procedures are used for the purpose of purchasing or acquiring goods or services.
Public-private partnership: A long-term contract between a private party and a government entity, for providing a public 
asset or service, in which the private party bears significant risk and management responsibility, and remuneration is linked to 
performance.
Repayable finance: Concessional or private/commercial finance that must repaid.
Self-supply by individual households: Funding and infrastructure provided by households themselves for WASH services. 
For water supply, this includes private protected wells, collection from protected springs or rainwater harvesting. For sanitation 
this includes latrines that are built and emptied by household members.
Sustainable Development Goals: A collection of 17 goals with 169 targets agreed as part of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 
Development that build upon the MDGs. These cover areas such as poverty reduction, access to education, gender equality, 
and water and sanitation for all.
Tariffs: Payments made by users to service providers for getting access to and for using the service.
Tax: Revenues from domestic taxes levied by local and central governments and provided as grants or subsidies.
Transfer: Support from external sources such as international donors, foundations, nongovernmental organizations or 
remittances.
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